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Introduction

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) Task Force on Women was established
by LEAA Administrator Richard W. Velde in May 1975.  The task force’s mission was to develop
recommendations for programs to meet the special needs of women within the criminal justice
system—female criminal justice professionals, offenders, and victims. As stated in The Report of
the LEAA Task Force on Women (hereafter referred to as the 1975 report) women working in the
criminal justice system at that time were excluded from many jobs, denied opportunities for
advancement, and paid less for performing the same work as their male counterparts. FBI
statistics showed that crimes—primarily property crimes—committed by women were increasing
exponentially. Female arrest rates were rising much faster than male arrest rates. Serious female
juvenile crime had quadrupled since 1960. In addition, the criminal justice system was largely
unresponsive to the needs of female offenders and female victims of crime. The task force was
charged with identifying areas that needed change, starting the processes of change, and
recommending methods for change to be pursued by federal and state criminal justice systems.

The task force was charged with the following responsibilities:

(1) Preparing for the LEAA Administrator a policy statement on women’s issues addressing the
following areas:

G Women as recipients in the LEAA delivery system.

G The concerns and interests of women as part of the states’ comprehensive planning
process.

G Women in the criminal justice system as offenders, victims, volunteers, and personnel.

(2) Developing program recommendations supporting the policy statement prepared by the task
force.

(3) Determining the feasibility of establishing an ongoing effort within LEAA for coordinating
women’s programs and policies.

The 1975 report discussed the lack of attention given to gender-specific services for women and
girls in federal and state criminal justice systems as well as the obstacles facing women employed
by law enforcement and other criminal justice agencies, including women employed by LEAA
itself [the agency that evolved into today’s Office of Justice Programs (OJP)]. In the process of
writing the 1975 report, the LEAA Task Force found that the lack of attention given to programs
for women and girls was due primarily to inadequate awareness of their special needs and to the
priority given to male-specific programs. 



* Although this report was originally intended to be a 20-year update of The Report of the LEAA Task
Force on Women, wherever possible, the most up-to-date information is provided. 
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Members of the LEAA Task Force were surprised not only that there was so little attention given
to women and girls, but also that there was such a lack of information pertaining to them. Prior to
1975, little consideration had been given to collecting or analyzing information on women and
girls in the criminal and juvenile justice systems. As a result, many recommendations in the 1975
report required the initial steps of collecting new data and analyzing existing data.

As part of its efforts to carry out the 1975 LEAA Task Force’s vision, the OJP Coordination
Group on Women, established in November 1994 by Assistant Attorney General Laurie
Robinson, has updated the 1975 report. This revised and expanded report provides relevant and
important information as well as recommendations for policies, practices, and programs for
women and girls in federal and state criminal justice systems and identifies key areas for further
study.*

The objective of the OJP Coordination Group on Women is to sharpen the focus on women and
girls as offenders and victims and the needs of all females within the criminal justice and juvenile
justice systems. Through improved intra-agency and interagency information exchange,
coordinated planning, and collaboration on projects, this objective can be accomplished.
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Executive Summary

This monograph is an update of The Report of the LEAA [Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration] Task Force on Women, published in October 1975 (hereafter referred to as the
1975 report).1 It evaluates the 1975 recommendations made on issues that the criminal justice
field should examine to ensure that women and girls are treated fairly in the criminal justice
system.

Female offenders, female crime victims, and female criminal justice professionals remain
substantially neglected populations in the criminal and juvenile justice systems.2 Despite the gains
made by women since 1975, current evidence shows that:

G Although the nature and composition of female offenders have changed, the special needs of
the burgeoning adult and juvenile offender populations often remain overlooked. 

G Although assistance to crime victims has improved, the need remains for a firm commitment
from the criminal justice and juvenile justice systems to change the way  these systems respond to
women and girls who have been, or potentially could be, victims of crime.

G Although opportunities for female criminal justice professionals have improved, gender bias
and inequality still exist within the criminal justice field and women’s progress through the ranks
continues to be slow.

Adult Female Offenders

Evidence shows that greater emphasis should be placed on the concerns of and programs for adult
female offenders. In 1995, more women were arrested, convicted, and sent to prison than ever
before; female offenders made up 6.3 percent of the state and federal prison populations, an
increase from 3.8 in 1975. The nature of the crimes women are convicted for today has also
changed. In 1975, women were most likely to be incarcerated for crimes such as larceny, forgery,
embezzlement, and prostitution. In 1995, an increasing percentage of women were sentenced to
prison for drug offenses. 

Unfortunately, this increase in the number of female offenders has not been matched by enhanced
attention to specialized programs geared particularly for women—such as medical care and
counseling for prior victimization from battering or sexual assault, health care, drug treatment,
and parenting skills training. This is especially true in light of the criminal justice system’s recent
adoption of a more punitive philosophy. Thus, programs that address particular women’s needs
continue to suffer.
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Juvenile Female Offenders

Over the years, many judicial systems have been more interested in detaining and committing
female juvenile offenders than in providing community-based services that effectively address their
problems. The 1975 report discussed how the criminal justice system failed to provide girls with
gender-specific services, such as sexual exploitation and abuse counseling, substance abuse
treatment, or parenting skills training. Significant legislative milestones have contributed to the
development of the juvenile justice system and its treatment of girls today; however, as with adult
corrections, prevention and intervention services are still geared primarily toward males. Despite
the lessons learned by criminal justice professionals about this population, girls are still seriously
neglected by the juvenile justice system. 

Women and Girls as Victims of Crime

In 1994, women were the victims of about 5 million violent crimes.3 Women were victimized
about five times more often than men by persons with whom they had intimate
relationships—spouses, former spouses, or boyfriends/girlfriends.4

Many factors inhibit women from reporting these crimes either to police or to government
interviewers. The private nature of the event, the perceived stigma, and the belief that no purpose
can be served by reporting the crime prevent an unknown portion of victims from talking about
the event. The 1975 report discussed how the criminal justice system was unresponsive to the
needs of female victims of crime. If a woman was assaulted, particularly by an intimate or family
member, criminal justice personnel tended to regard the victim as being to blame for her injury
and treated her accordingly. Since 1975, public attention has been increasingly devoted to
violence against women and the attendant criminal justice response.

Women and girls have benefited from this recent explosion of interest in assisting victims of crime
in this country. Changes such as the criminalization of domestic violence and the establishment of
sexual assault treatment centers demonstrate the recognition of the serious nature of such crimes.
The 1994 Crime Act included the Violence Against Women Act, which provided additional rights
to victims of stalking, domestic violence, and sexual assault. Current data on violence against
women and girls illustrate the need for a continuing, coordinated, and integrated approach to
address these problems.

Female Criminal Justice Professionals

Women have always had to struggle for acceptance as professionals in the criminal justice field.
Gender inequity is deeply rooted in the workplace and is based on societal expectations and
attitudes. Women have had to face many drawbacks and obstacles in male-dominated areas such
as law enforcement, corrections, and the courts. Nonetheless, many women have maintained an
interest in the criminal justice field and have developed successful careers. 
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Historically, only nursing, teaching, and clerical positions were open to women in institutions with
male inmates. A small number of women worked as correctional officers in these institutions in
the early 1970s, but their assignments were limited to peripheral tasks. Thus, the integration of
women into previously all-male custodial staffs in men’s prisons has been a considerable social
change. 

Similarly, in law enforcement, women were traditionally limited to working in juvenile facilities,
handling crimes involving female offenders, and performing clerical tasks. In the past, women
were not considered as capable as men in law enforcement. Female lawyers and judges were often
assigned to represent or decide cases in areas traditionally considered the purview of
women—family and civil matters.

Actions for Policymakers To Consider

The following is a list of recommendations for actions that policymakers should consider to meet
the needs of women in federal, state, and local criminal justice systems today:

G Continue gender-specific programming for adult and juvenile female offenders. 

G Encourage the expansion of intermediate sanctions and community programs that address the
criminogenic behaviors of female offenders.

G Allocate more resources to provide the necessary program opportunities to return female
offenders to the community.

G Create more alternatives to abusive home situations.

G Develop and implement continuum-of-care programs for girls in communities nationwide.

G Develop new correctional agency policies using examples of promising practices to enhance
victim services.

G Expand juvenile victimization prevention programs.

G Develop techniques to collect data on crimes committed against victims under the age of 12.

G Develop strategies to enhance job opportunities for women.

G Implement policies promoting flexibility in criminal justice agencies to enable all employees
to balance careers and family life.
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G Provide staff development and training programs for criminal justice personnel that include
assertiveness training, strategic planning, and workplace diversity initiatives. Emphasize the
importance of eliminating sexual harassment in the workplace.
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Chapter 1: Adult Female Offenders

Introduction

The Report of the LEAA [Law Enforcement Assistance Administration] Task Force on Women
(hereafter referred to as the 1975 report) characterized women in prison as the “forgotten
offenders” because of their small number relative to the male population and because they called
so little attention to themselves (women’s institutions witnessed few, if any, riots).1 The 1975
report described the general lack of attention given to adult female offenders’ needs within the
U.S. criminal justice system and concluded that this neglect stemmed primarily from a lack of
awareness of the special needs of female offenders and from the priority given to male-specific
programs.

In 1997, more women were arrested, convicted, and sent to prison than ever before.* Female
offenders made up 6.4 percent of the state and federal prison populations, an increase from 3.8 in
1975. The nature of the crimes women are convicted of has also changed. In 1975, women were
most likely to be incarcerated for crimes such as larceny, forgery, embezzlement, and prostitution.
Two decades later, the percentage of women sentenced to prison for drug offenses had increased
so that in 1995, women were primarily incarcerated for drug-related offenses and larceny.
Exhibits 1–1 and 1–2 show the changes in adult female offenders’ profiles from 1975 to 1995.

Exhibit 1–1
Adult Female Offender Profile in 1975

G Women represented 13 percent of all arrests in the nation.
G Women were primarily incarcerated for larceny, forgery, embezzlement, and prostitution.
G Women constituted 10 percent of all arrests for violent crime.
G Women represented 5 percent of offenders serving federal prison sentences and 4 percent of
offenders serving state prison sentences.2

G Seventy-three percent of incarcerated women had one or more dependent children. 

Note: The information presented in this exhibit represents a compilation of the best data available for this time
period. 
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Exhibit 1–2
Adult Female Offender Profile in 1995

G Women represented 19 percent of all arrests in the nation.
G Women were primarily incarcerated for drug-related offenses and larceny.
G Women constituted 14 percent of all arrests for violent crime.
G Women represented 7 percent of offenders serving federal prison sentences and 6 percent of
offenders serving state prison sentences.
G Sixty-one percent of incarcerated women in the federal system and 67 percent in the state
systems had one or more children under age 18.3

Note: The information presented in this exhibit represents a compilation of the best data available for this time
period. 

Although the profile of adult female offenders has changed since 1975, the gender-specific needs
of female offenders have not changed nor, for the most part, has the criminal justice system’s
relative inattention to the needs of this population. 

Adult female offenders have needs that differ from those of men, stemming in part from female
offenders’ disproportionate victimization from sexual or physical abuse and their responsibility for
children. Female offenders are also more likely to be addicted to drugs and to have mental
illnesses. Many states and jail jurisdictions, particularly those with small female offender
populations, have few special provisions, either in management or programming, for meeting the
needs of women.4

Although some improvements have been made since 1975, largely because of litigation and
increased attention to women’s issues overall, a great deal needs to be done to ensure that women
are treated fairly as they move through every phase of the criminal justice system.

Female offenders require special attention in the following areas:

G Arrests, convictions, and incarceration.
G Gender bias and disparity in sentencing.
G Classification and screening.
G Gender-specific program needs.

Arrests, Convictions, and Incarceration

Data published by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) show an overall increase in the
percentage of female arrestees between 1975 and 1995 (see exhibits 1–3 and 1–4). In 1995,
women made up 14.7 percent of all felony defendants convicted in U.S. District Courts, and 58.2
percent of these women were sentenced to federal prisons.5 In 1994, 15 percent of the felony
defendants who appeared in state courts in the nation’s 75 largest counties were women.6 Fifteen
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percent of all persons convicted in state courts in 1994 were women.7 

The number of women in prisons and jails is growing at a faster rate than the number of men.
Between 1985 and 1995, the number of incarcerated men doubled, increasing from 691,800 to
1,437,600. However, during that same period the number of incarcerated women tripled, rising
from 40,500 to 113,100. 

Exhibit 1–3: Percentage Distribution of 
Female Arrests by Offense—1975 
(based on population of 179 million)

Murder and nonnegligent
  manslaughter 15.6
Forcible rape   1.0     
Robbery   7.0
Aggravated assault 13.1
Burglary   5.4
Larceny-theft 31.2
Motor vehicle theft   7.0
Arson 11.3
Forgery and counterfeiting 28.9
Fraud 34.2
Embezzlement 31.1
Stolen property 10.7
Vandalism   8.0
Weapons; carrying, 
  possessing, etc.   8.0
Prostitution and
  commercialized vice 74.3
Sex offenses   7.7
Drug abuse violations 13.8
Gambling   8.8
Offenses against family
 and children 11.7
DUI   8.1
Liquor law violations 14.3
Disorderly conduct 17.6
Vagrancy 10.5
Curfew and loitering 
  law violations 20.3
Runaways 56.9
________________________________
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Sourcebook of Criminal 
Justice Statistics, 1977, p. 486.
At midyear 1997, women accounted for 6.4 percent of all prisoners nationwide, up from 4.1
percent in 1980 and 5.7 percent in 1990.8 According to BJS, women entered the correctional
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system in record-breaking numbers in 1995. By the end of that year, an estimated 828,100 women
were under correctional supervision (in prison or jail or on probation or parole), which amounts
to 1 out of every 122 women in the U.S. adult population.9 By 1995, 63,998 women were
incarcerated in prison and 52,136 in local jails.10

Exhibit 1–4: Percentage Distribution of 
Female Arrests by Offense—1995
(based on population of 196 million)

Murder and nonnegligent
  manslaughter   9.5
Forcible rape   1.2
Robbery   9.3
Aggravated assault 17.7
Burglary 11.1
Larceny-theft 33.3
Motor vehicle theft 13.1
Arson 15.7
Forgery and counterfeiting 35.9
Fraud 41.0
Embezzlement 43.6
Stolen property 14.2
Vandalism 13.6
Weapons; carrying, 
  possessing, etc.   7.9
Prostitution and 
  commercialized vice 61.1
Sex offenses   8.0
Drug abuse violations 16.7
Gambling 15.2
Offenses against family 
  and children 20.2
DUI 14.6
Liquor law violations 18.9
Disorderly conduct 21.7
Vagrancy 19.4
Curfew and loitering 
  law violations 29.6
Runaways 57.4
_______________________________
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Sourcebook of Criminal 
Justice Statistics, 1996, p. 380.
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At that time, Oklahoma and Texas had the highest female incarceration rates in the nation, while
Vermont and Maine had the lowest. In 1975, the proportion of women in federal prisons was 4.6
percent, or about 1,100 inmates; by 1995, the proportion was 7.4 percent, or 7,400 women.

Gender Bias and Disparity in Sentencing

Gender-based sentencing disparities have been investigated and documented for some 10 years.
Lynn Hecht Schafran (National Organization for Women Legal Defense Fund) and Norma Wilker
(Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for the Study of Social Change) have noted that the
greatest accomplishment of gender bias task forces has been “creating a climate within a court
system in which the nature and consequences of judicial gender bias are both acknowledged to
exist and understood to be unacceptable.”11 Recognizing the importance of this issue, the Federal
Judicial Center published Studying the Role of Gender in the Federal Courts: A Research Guide
for the study of gender bias in federal courts.12 

Courts have struck down gender-based disparities in sentencing on equal protection grounds.
However, judges continue to accept disparities justified by physiological differences.13 State-
initiated studies are beginning to reveal the extent of bias in sentencing. For example, the
Maryland Special Joint Committee on Gender Bias in the Courts asked judges and attorneys if the
gender of the parties had affected the litigation processes or outcomes of particular cases.14 Fifty-
two percent of the attorneys and 78 percent of the judges who responded reported that they were
aware of such cases. In response to questions regarding credibility problems in the courtroom,
female attorneys reported problems with the acceptance of women’s testimony in child support,
alimony, acquaintance rape, domestic violence, and sexual abuse cases, while male attorneys
reported similar problems with women’s testimony in personal injury cases. When judges were
asked about the severity or leniency of sentencing based on gender, 41 percent reported that
women were sentenced less severely than men. The committee noted that the most frequently
cited reasons for treating women differently were pregnancy and child care responsibilities. It
added, however, that if child care were such a compelling reason for treating women leniently,
one would expect to see a greater degree of difference between the percentages of men and
women sentenced within the sentencing guidelines.

Myrna S. Raeder reported in the Pepperdine Law Review that current male-based sentencing
guidelines are inconsistent with developing rational sentencing policies for nonviolent female
offenders who constitute the majority of incarcerated women.15 Raeder also notes that current
sentencing guidelines have resulted in higher rates of imprisonment for economic crimes, an area
that includes a disproportionate number of women. The article states, “Not only do guidelines
help ensure that more women are being incarcerated, but that women now spend more time in
prison.”16 Further, although average sentences for property crimes have decreased since 1986, the
average percentage of sentence served to first release has increased. Raeder advocates the
abolition of mandatory minimums at the federal level, suggesting that they frustrate any attempt to
create a rational sentencing policy for females, particularly given their gendered roles in
criminality.17
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Literature reveals considerable disagreement regarding the role of gender in sentencing disparity.
In their article, “Sex effects and sentencing,” Kathleen Daly and Rebecca L. Bordt suggest that
sentencing research should move beyond analyses of disparity and the limits that an equal
treatment model imposes on empirical studies of justice. They also suggest that gender gaps may
be explained largely by the characteristics and severity of men’s and women’s current and
previous lawbreaking activities.18 Research on disparities and gender bias in sentencing
continues.19 

Classification and Screening

Classification and screening are important tools for managing offenders and are effective for
meeting offender housing and program needs. The 1991 National Institute of Corrections (NIC)
review of classification practices found that states use identical classification systems for men and
women. Recognizing that a strict gender-based approach to classification may ultimately lead to
disparities and legal problems, NIC recommended an approach that supports institution-specific
objectives. NIC suggested that the population used in designing the classification instrument
should include women and men in sufficient numbers and proportion to ensure that any new
system would be relevant to both genders. The resulting report, Classification of Women
Offenders in State Correctional Facilities: A Handbook for Practitioners, serves as a reference
for policymakers and a resource for practitioners who work with female offenders.20 

The Gathering Information, Assessing What Works, Interpreting the Facts, Networking with Key
Stakeholders, and Stimulating Change (GAINS) Center’s study, “Specific Needs of Women in
Correctional Facilities,” found that women are typically underserved in all types of incarceration
programs.21 Furthermore, the study reported that services for female inmates in such areas as
mental health or substance abuse are based on models designed for males. For the criminal justice
system to be more responsive to women’s needs, programs should be tailored to meet their
special requirements, as indicated by their classification information.

Screening is an essential aspect of classification, and mental health is an area in which screening is
required. In a study of innovative and promising programs for women, sponsored by the National
Institute of Justice (NIJ), Merry Morash found a clear connection between the size of the inmate
population and the frequency of mental health screening.22 In her study, the 12 states with more
than 1,000 incarcerated women reportedly screened all of the female inmates. States with 500 to
999 incarcerated women reportedly screened 91 percent of the female inmates, states with 100 to
499 reportedly screened 88 percent, and states with 100 to 499 reportedly screened 62 percent.
Prior abuse, parental responsibility, and vocational choice were the areas in which women
committed to state correctional institutions received the least amount of screening. Screening for
medical status and mental health also requires further attention, particularly because classification
and screening should be used to channel women into the least restrictive housing. 

Gender-Specific Program Needs
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The rapid increase in the number of female offenders has not been matched by an increase in
specialized programs for them. Prison and jail administrators interviewed for Morash’s 1996 study
highlighted the lack of programs, lack of space, large populations, and limited resources as key
management problems in operations of correctional facilities for men and women.23 

According to Morash, programs that are designed to meet the specific needs of women should
have components that address a woman’s prior victimization from battering and abusive
relationships; child, sexual, and other abuse; and sexual assault. However, Morash noted that
exemplary programs for female offenders are threatened by a lack of funding and by the criminal
justice system’s adaption of a more punitive philosophy.24

Programs that should take into account the special needs of women include the following:

G Substance abuse treatment.
G Health-care services.
G Academic and vocational education.
G Parenting skills.
G Community corrections and intermediate sanctions.

Substance Abuse Treatment
The increased presence of women in the criminal justice system—from an increased percentage of
female arrestees to an increase in the percentage of women imprisoned—has been accompanied
by a growing recognition that a substantial proportion of these women enter the system because
of their involvement with drugs. In 1975, women were more likely to be arrested for larceny,
forgery, embezzlement, and prostitution. During the past decade, both drug offenses by women
and the proportion of female offenders who are substance abusers have increased dramatically.
This population continues to escalate despite an increase in deterrents such as tougher sentencing
laws and a crackdown on drug offenders. 

According to data from NIJ’s Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring program (formally known as the
Drug Use Forecasting program), 67 percent of females arrested in 1994 tested positive for
drugs.25 Female arrestees are much more likely to abuse cocaine and opiates, while male arrestees
are more likely to test positive for marijuana use. Lifetime prevalence rates of alcohol
abuse/dependance disorders also reveal that female arrestees are more likely than male arrestees
to be diagnosed with substance abuse disorders—70.2 percent of female arrestees compared with
32.4 percent of male arrestees.26

Women in state prisons were more likely than their male counterparts to be drug involved (see
exhibit 1–5). Roughly 54 percent of female prisoners in 1991 had used drugs in the month before
their offense, compared with 50 percent of the male prisoners.27 Female inmates were also more
likely than male inmates to have used drugs regularly, to report having used a needle to inject
illegal drugs, and to have been under the influence of drugs at the time of the offenses. Overall,
about half the women reported that they had never participated in a drug treatment or drug
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education program. The BJS report, Women in Prison, found that in 1991 about one in four
incarcerated women reported committing their offense to get money to buy drugs. However, drug
users were less likely than nonusers to be serving a sentence for a violent offense.

Similarly, among convicted jail inmates in 1996, drug use was more prevalent for women than for
men (see exhibit 1–6).28 According to BJS statistics, an estimated 60 percent of convicted female
jail inmates used drugs in the month before their offense compared to 54 percent of convicted
males. Women in jail were also more likely to report prior regular drug use or being under the
influence of drugs at the time of their offense. 

Exhibit 1–5 
Drug-Use History of State Prison Inmates in 1991
Drug-Use Information    Percentage of Inmates

Female Male
Ever used 79.5 79.4
Used regularly for at least one month 65.3 62.0
Used in the month before current offense 53.9 49.6
Used daily in the month before current offense 41.4 35.7
Under the influence at the time of the current offense 36.3 30.6
Committed offense to get money to buy drugs 23.9 16.5
__________________________________________________________________________
Source: Snell, Tracy L. 1994. Women in Prison, p. 7, Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Report.

Exhibit 1–6
Prior Drug Use of Convicted Jail Inmates by Gender in 1996
Drug-Use Information     Percentage of Inmates

Female Male
Ever used 85.6 84.3
Used regularly for at least one month 73.2 66.0
Used in the month before current offense 60.4 54.4
Used daily in the month before current offense ------- ------
Under the influence at the time of the current offense 43.6 34.7
Committed offense to get money to buy drugs ------- ------
__________________________________________________________________________
Source: Survey of Inmates in Local Jails. 1996. Bureau of Justice Statistics. Unpublished data.

A large percentage of the adult female offender population continues to be drug-use violators. 
In 1975, about 30 percent of the women in federal facilities were drug offenders;29 in 1996 the
figure was 68 percent.30 Today, however, women who are convicted of drug offenses are often
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only couriers or “front” people. Despite not having a major role in such drug transactions, women
are sometimes sent to prison for longer periods of time than men involved in more extensive drug
distribution. In many cases, women commit their crimes to pay for their own drug addiction.

The unique needs of women and increased drug abuse and drug-related arrests of female
offenders have changed the emphasis of correctional programming for this population. Programs
and services needed for female offenders range from medical and mental health to life skills. There
is a particular need for drug education and drug treatment programs. 

Health-Care Services
Specific health-care services are required not only for pregnant inmates but for female offenders in
general, since most inmates have rarely received medical or dental examinations or prenatal care.
Proper screening and infection control programs are vital aspects of correctional health care prior
to incarceration. Behavior that often leads to incarceration—intravenous drug use, violence, and
prostitution, for example—places inmates at high risk for HIV, tuberculosis (TB), and hepatitis.31

A Northwestern University study suggested substantial psychiatric morbidity among the 1,272
female detainees awaiting trial between 1991 and 1993 at the Cook County (Illinois) Jail. The
most common disorders were drug abuse or dependence, alcohol abuse or dependence, and
posttraumatic stress disorder.32 The need to include substance abuse education and treatment
programs for women offenders in an overall health-care program is reinforced when it is noted
that female drug users are much more likely to have committed robbery, burglary, larceny, and
fraud than females who do not use drugs.33 

The risk factor is tragic when drugs, needles, and sex are combined. In 1992, 73 women died in
state prisons, 29 of whom had AIDS.34 Women in the prison and jail systems are significantly
more likely to be HIV-positive than men. As of 1995, 4 percent of the women in state prisons
were HIV-positive compared with 2.3 percent of the men.35 There is also a connection between
TB bacteria and HIV; individuals infected with both diseases present an extraordinary risk of
spreading TB to other inmates and facility staff. Every correctional facility should have a program
in place to handle a TB outbreak.36

Academic and Vocational Education 
Although correctional education was established with the first prison in 1798, education has not
always been seen as a necessary expense in the allocation of resources. At the state level, each
legislative body decides whether a general educational development program is mandatory for its
institutions. The Correctional Education Association (CEA), an affiliate of the American
Correctional Association (ACA), is the only professional organization for educators working in
the criminal justice system. CEA provides standards for state and federal adult correctional
educators, one of which is mandatory: women’s equity. CEA standards specify that women
should not be denied equal access to comparable programs and services solely because they are a
small proportion of the offender population.37 On average, a higher percentage of females than
males participate in education programs in the federal system—in fact, in 1996, 47 percent of
female inmates, compared with 29 percent of male inmates, participated in one or more
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educational programs.38 

The Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) has mandated a general educational development program
for its facilities. Inmates who enter the prison system without a high school diploma or general
equivalency diploma (GED) are required to attend literacy classes for 120 days or until they
achieve a GED. A recent BOP study concluded that participation in prison educational programs
reduces the likelihood of recidivism, irrespective of postrelease employment.

Vocational training programs are also important. A BJS survey conducted in 1991 found that
female inmates were significantly less likely than male inmates to be employed at the time of arrest
(47 percent employed versus 68 percent employed, respectively).39 There is an urgent need for
programs to develop job skills and good work habits among female inmates because, upon
release, these women most often provide support for their families.40

ACA recognizes that the availability of a comprehensive academic and vocational education for
offenders is vital to their successful reintegration into the community. The promulgation of
nationally recognized standards for correctional institutions, agencies, and programs seeking
accreditation should provide eligible offenders with (1) a program to improve communication
skills, (2) general education, (3) basic academic skills, (4) GED preparation, (5) vocational
training, (6) postsecondary education, and (7) other education programs as dictated by the needs
of the population. Further, standards should require that academic and vocational programs be
recognized, certified, or licensed by the state department of education or other agencies having
jurisdiction. The Standards Committee of ACA is presently developing performance-based
standards that will measure the degree to which the effect intended by a standard is achieved.41

Parenting Skills
The majority of female inmates are mothers, and as such have many special program needs. A
1991 BJS survey reported that about 78 percent of female inmates have children, most of whom
have children under 18 years old.42 The proportion of incarcerated women who are mothers has
remained constant since 1975. With each mother having an average of 2.5 children, there are now
close to a quarter of a million children whose mothers are incarcerated. 

One out of every four adult women in prison is pregnant at the time of incarceration or has given
birth at some point during the previous year.43 John D. Wooldredge and Kimberly Masters
surveyed wardens of state prisons in 1991 and found that less than 50 percent had written policies
specifically relating to medical care for pregnant inmates and only 48 percent offered prenatal
services. Of the facilities in this second category, 21 percent offered prenatal counseling, 15
percent offered counseling to help mothers find suitable placement for the infant after birth, and
15 percent had policies for lighter or no work during pregnancy.

In 1991, about 67 percent of women in state prisons (see exhibit 1–7) and 61 percent in federal
prisons had children younger than age 18.44 According to Women in Prison, only 25 percent of
female state prisoners in 1991 indicated that they had any children living with the father; children
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of incarcerated women were most often living with grandparents. About 90 percent of
incarcerated women with children under 18 years of age had some contact with their children—by
telephone, mail, or visitation while serving their prison term. An estimated 46 percent of women
with minor children said they had telephone conversations with their children at least once a week;
45 percent had mail contact at least once a week; and 9 percent had weekly visits with their
children.45

Exhibit 1–7
Parental Status of State Prison Inmates in 1991
Parental Status All State Inmates Male State Inmates Female State Inmates

 (%)  (%)  (%)
No Children 35.3 36.1 21.9
Have Children 64.7 63.9 78.1
Children Under Age 18 56.7 56.1 66.6
Adult Children Only   7.9   7.6 11.5
__________________________________________________________________________
Source: Harlow, Caroline W. 1994. Comparing Federal and State Prison Inmates: 1991, p. 17, Bureau of Justice
Statistics.

State policies and procedures determine the extent to which women can maintain contact with
their children. Having only one facility in a state for female inmates causes visitation problems not
faced by male inmates—the cost of travel to the facility, availability of transportation, and the
availability of someone to bring children to visit. In a 1983 article, Linda Abram Koban points out
that when men are incarcerated their children most often remain with their mother on the outside.
This situation may allow for more visitations, since mothers can bring the children to visit more
often. Moreover, men are often incarcerated closer to their homes than women.46 

Visitation is a very important component of most parenting programs. The National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice advocates that correctional authorities should encourage visitors
rather than merely tolerate them. Correctional authorities should not limit the number of visitors
an offender may receive or the length of visits except in accordance with regular institutional
standards. In fact, correctional authorities should promote visitation by providing transportation
for visitors from terminal points of public transportation, by providing rooms that allow informal
communication in a comfortable environment, and by making provisions for family visits in private
surroundings conducive to strengthening family ties.47

Several successful parenting programs are currently operating in women’s correctional facilities.
The Girl Scouts Behind Bars program, originated by NIJ in 1992 in a Maryland women’s prison,
met with success and is being replicated in several states, including Arizona, Delaware, Florida,
Kentucky, New Jersey, and Ohio. Under this program, mothers and daughters attend a Girl Scout
troop meeting in a prison or jail two Saturdays each month. Mothers spend supervised time
working on troop projects with their daughters. Topics range from aerobics to math and science
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activities to arts and crafts. Issues such as increasing self-esteem, avoiding drug abuse, coping
with family crises, and preventing teenage pregnancy are also addressed creatively. The Mothers
With Infants Together (MINT) program, allows eligible pregnant offenders to reside in a
community-based program for 2 months prior to delivery to prepare for birth and for 3 months
after delivery to bond with their baby. MINT was created in 1994 in Fort Worth, Texas, by the
Volunteers of America and has served as a model for other correctional systems nationwide.
Women are referred to MINT by sentencing judges or federal institutions. The MINT program
allows mothers to participate in prenatal and postnatal programs on issues such as childbirth,
parenting and family support skills, family literacy, and substance abuse education.48

Community Corrections and Intermediate Sanctions
There are some innovative alternatives and facilities that address the needs of female offenders
today. Community corrections and intermediate sanctions, for example, combine supervision and
services to address the needs of female offenders in highly structured, safe environments in which
accountability is stressed.

Recognition of the unique needs of women has resulted in considerable concern about gender
equality in the development of intermediate sanctions programs. Correctional professionals widely
believe that many more female offenders are eligible for intermediate sanctions than are currently
placed in these programs. A female boot camp program that provides both treatment and
services—including aftercare services—would be ideal. 

Boot camps, also referred to as shock incarceration, are modeled after military basic training and
emphasize strict discipline and respect for authority. Normally the daily schedule includes military
drills and ceremonies, physical training, and demanding work assignments. The programs
generally target nonviolent, first-time offenders. The use of a treatment model can be designed to
support the often differing emotional needs of women and their need for drug treatment and
vocational training.49

Home confinement is another intermediate sanction that may be well suited for female offenders.
Home confinement allows inmates to reside at home with a strict curfew. Inmates must remain
home during specified periods, usually nonwork hours and on weekends.

BOP has created comprehensive sanction centers that are multifaceted, community-based, and
expand halfway house services with a range of supervision/accountability programs aimed at
reaching a broad spectrum of male and female offenders. These programs are designed to provide
the courts with a wide range of sentencing options, particularly for supervising offenders who
revert to substance abuse. They are also designed to provide prerelease services to high-need
inmates returning to the community. Aftercare and transitional services are especially important
for incarcerated women as they return to the community. Community-based treatment and
programming are also needed for female offenders who are incarcerated.

Community-based drug treatment involves intensive outpatient counseling and drug testing.
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Research and experience demonstrate that a critical component of an inmate’s transition back into
the community is effective substance abuse treatment. When possible, the same treatment
providers are used by BOP and the U.S. Probation Service to ensure continuity of care upon
completion of the sentence. 

Although progress has been made since 1975 in the development and implementation of
community-based and intermediate sanctions, enhancement and expansion need to continue.
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Recommendations From the OJP Coordination Group on Women

1.  Continue gender-specific programming for adult and juvenile female offenders.  

2.  Collect more gender-specific data at every point in the criminal justice process to establish an
accurate profile of the female offender.

3.  Ensure that specialized training is provided to law enforcement personnel, including the
development of emergency services, alternatives to arrest, and mental health crisis intervention.
Train staff on women’s issues, listening skills, and services that are available to women in the
community.

4.  Encourage the expansion of intermediate sanctions and community programs that address the
criminogenic behaviors of female offenders.

5.  Develop state department of corrections policy standards for community release specific to
female offenders, and develop staff training curriculums to prepare probation and parole officers
to manage women’s many needs in the community.

6.  Emphasize the study and management of older female offenders, since their numbers are
expected to increase.

7.  Allocate more resources to provide the necessary program opportunities to return female
offenders to the community.

8.  Offer mental health and substance abuse treatment programs to women in jails and prisons. 

9.  Assess and provide additional services for women who have histories of physical and sexual
abuse.

10. Encourage visitation rights, parenting programs, and other opportunities for mothers and
children to be together.
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Chapter 2: Female Juvenile Offenders

Introduction

Historically, institutionalization has been the juvenile justice system’s primary response to at-risk
girls. Most female juvenile delinquents committed status offenses (running away and truancy)
rather than serious crimes. The juvenile justice system concentrated on detaining and committing
these status offenders rather than examining the roots of their problems and providing
community-based services that effectively addressed them. Although the number of detained cases
involving girls is growing at a slower rate than the number of court referrals involving girls, girls
are still more likely than boys to be incarcerated for status and minor offenses such as truancy,
running away, drinking, curfew violations, incorrigibility, and petty theft.

Professionals in the juvenile justice field now report that in many instances of offense, young
women may be acting out as a means of self-protection in response to life-threatening  conditions.
The underlying cause of female juvenile delinquency has been reported to be family problems,
including sexual and/or physical abuse in the home. It is not surprising, therefore, that most female
juvenile offenders report that their first arrest was for running away from home to avoid physical
and sexual abuse.1

Unfortunately commitment is still a frequently used solution when no alternatives are available
within the community to assist young women in crisis situations. Programs designed to address
the special needs of female delinquents have been and remain inadequate in most states.2

Female Juvenile Offenders in 1975

The Report of the LEAA [Law Enforcement Assistance Administration] Task Force on Women
(hereafter referred to as the 1975 report) found that “despite some alarming statistics, female
juvenile offenders received little attention from those charged with improving the criminal justice
system.”3 The 1975 report also noted that society’s sexual double standard was particularly harsh
on female juveniles. For example, it was found that girls were more likely than boys to be
committed to an institution if there was any evidence of sexual activity, regardless of the offense
for which these females had been initially convicted.

A review of the sentencing practices relative to female juvenile offenders demonstrated that
regardless of the girl’s offense, it was almost invariably accompanied by behavior that was
perceived to be socially unacceptable. The task force also noted the lack of research describing
characteristics of female juvenile offenders and identifying effective practices and programs for
this neglected population.

A major recommendation in the 1975 report called for a comprehensive approach that would
focus attention on female juveniles and identify specific strategies for eliminating the
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discriminatory treatment girls receive in the system. It was recommended that such an approach
include a substantial research component to examine issues such as the causes of crime, effective
treatment, and alternatives to incarceration for female juvenile offenders.

Specifically, the 1975 report recommended that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP):

1. Develop strategies to increase state planning agency (SPA) support for female 
juvenile offender programs.

2. Review the juvenile delinquency section of all state plans to ensure compliance with  SPA
guideline 4100.1D requiring that the needs of all disadvantaged youth be analyzed and considered
and that assistance be available on an equitable basis from federal funds; that a review of other
federal, state, local, and private programs affecting these youth be included; and that all programs
be broken down by sex and minority group.

3. Develop and fund research that analyzes the treatment of female juveniles by the courts, referral
agencies, and the community, with special emphasis on status offenders. 

4. Develop and fund discretionary programs that focus on the needs of the female juvenile
offenders from referral to postadjudication stages.4

To determine the current status of female juvenile offenders and girls at risk, the Office of Justice
Programs’ (OJP’s) Coordination Group on Women reviewed the changes that had taken place in
this population between 1975 and 1998. Differences in the types of crimes committed by girls
during this period were also assessed.

1975 Data on Female Juvenile Offenders

The following data on female juvenile offenders were provided in the 1975 report:

G Female Juvenile Arrest Trends. Girls entered the system at a higher rate, were more likely to
be incarcerated for less serious offenses, and were likely to be kept incarcerated for longer periods
of time than boys.5

G Females in Juvenile Court. The ratio of juvenile males to females referred to court 
was 3 to 1.6

G Females in Juvenile Detention. Female juveniles represented 24 percent of persons in public
juvenile detention centers and correctional facilities. Truancy, incorrigibility, and sexual
delinquency were the primary status offenses for which female juveniles were institutionalized.7
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Current Characteristics of Female Juvenile Offenders 

Beginning in the 1980s and continuing through to 1998, girls started to enter the justice system at
younger ages.
 
G Data between 1987 and 1991 indicate that there was a 10-percent increase in the numbers of
13- and 14-year-old boys and girls coming into juvenile court.8

G From 1993 to 1995, the typical female juvenile offender was 15 or 16 years old; belonged to a
minority group; was a high school dropout; lived in a poor, inner-city neighborhood; and was
frequently a victim of sexual and/or physical abuse or exploitation.9 

G In the 1990s, most female juvenile offenders are from single-parent families, have been placed
in foster care, lack adequate work and social skills, and are substance abusers.10

G Female juveniles represent an estimated 6 percent of gang members.11

Female Juvenile Arrest Trends 
In 1995, U.S. law enforcement agencies arrested an estimated 702,200 females under the age of
18, which was 264,500 more female juvenile offenders than were arrested in 1981. Between 1981
and 1995, arrests of females grew faster than arrests of males (see exhibit 2–1).12 In their study of
female offenders in the juvenile justice system, Eileen Poe-Yamagata and Jeffrey Butts found the
following arrest trends and records:

G Between 1986 and 1995, the number of juvenile females arrested increased by 50 percent
compared with a 26-percent increase in the arrests of male juveniles.

G The female proportion of all juvenile arrests grew from 22 percent to 26 percent between 1986
and 1995.

G Females were responsible for 20 percent of the growth in juvenile arrests for Violent Crime
Index offenses between 1986 and 1995. The disparate growth in female arrests for Violent Crime
Index offenses is the result of the large increase in the number of aggravated assault arrests for
female juveniles.

G Arrests for Property Crime Index offenses involving female juveniles increased 38 percent
between 1986 and 1995, while the number of male arrests for Property Crime Index offenses
increased by 1 percent.

G Between 1986 and 1995, female juvenile arrests increased more than male juvenile arrests in
most non-Index offense categories. For example, arrests for simple assault increased 159 percent
for female juveniles and 97 percent for male juveniles. Weapons violations increased 138 percent
for female juveniles and 85 percent for male juveniles.13
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Exhibit 2–1

Source: Eileen Poe-Yamagata. 1996. A Statistical Overview of Females in the Juvenile Justice System.  Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile
Justice.

However, while the number of homicides by male juveniles has more than doubled since the mid-
1980s, the number of homicides by female juveniles has remained steady over the same period.14

The typical female juvenile homicide offender is nearly as likely to murder a family member (46
percent) as an acquaintance (41 percent). This behavior is consistent with abuse/victim-oriented
offenders.15 

Females in Juvenile Court
Since the early 1980s, the number of delinquency cases handled by juvenile courts has steadily
increased. In 1993, juvenile courts handled an estimated 1,489,700 delinquency cases; girls were
involved in 20 percent of these cases, which almost equaled the juvenile female arrest for the same
year (24 percent). The juvenile female court cases included person and property offenses. 

Between 1985 and 1994, the largest increase in the number of female juvenile offender referrals
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occurred in the person offense category. During that period, researchers found the following:

 G Female juvenile person offense referrals increased 124 percent; property offense referrals
increased 40 percent.

G More African-American female juveniles were referred for property offenses in 1994 than in
1985. Total female juvenile referrals for property offenses increased 38 percent, whereas the
increase for African-American female juveniles was 92 percent.

G Referrals for person and property offense cases grew faster for girls than for boys.16

In 1994, juvenile courts in the United States handled an estimated 1.5 million delinquency cases. 
Female juveniles were involved in 21 percent of these cases and were responsible for 23 percent
of all person offense cases. In addition, female juveniles were responsible for 22 percent of
property offense cases, 14 percent of drug law violation cases, and 21 percent of public order
offense cases (for example, disorderly conduct, weapons offenses, and liquor law violations).17

Between 1985 and 1994, the growth in the number of female cases varied depending on how the
cases were processed (see exhibit 2–2). The number of females detained (38 percent) grew slower
than the number of females referred (54 percent), which led researchers to conclude that there
was not enough bed space to detain all referrals. The number of females adjudicated (65 percent)
grew less than the number of females petitioned to appear in court (95 percent). And the number
of females placed in correctional facilities (47 percent) grew less than the number of females
adjudicated, which researchers attribute to insufficient court resources to place the juveniles.
Among all offense categories, the increase in the number of females petitioned grew the fastest.
The growth in the number of placements out of the home was less than the growth in
adjudications among females but not among males.18

Despite the lower likelihood of detention for female juvenile offenders in 1993, the number of
juvenile court cases involving detained females increased more in relative terms than the number
of detention cases involving males.19
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Exhibit 2–2 

Source: Eileen Poe-Yamagata. 1996 A Statistical Overview of Females in the Juvenile Justice System. Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile

Justice.

Females in Juvenile Detention 
In 1987, 9 percent of all girls in training school were committed for status offenses, compared
with only 1.5 percent of boys.20 The number of girls in detention increased by 2 percent between
1987 and 1991. 

In 1993, secure detention was used at some point between referral and disposition in 16 percent
of delinquency cases involving females, compared with 22 percent of cases involving males.
However, Poe-Yamagata and Butts found that the greatest use of detention for females occurred
in drug offense and public order offense cases (both 23 percent). From 1987 to 1993, growth in
female property offense cases resulting in detention was more than double the growth in male
cases. However, the number of drug offense cases involving detention declined more among
females than among males.21

By 1993, person offenses accounted for 25 percent of female delinquency cases involving
detention, up from 21 percent in 1989. Of the cases that were not dismissed, about one-third of
female juvenile offenders were placed on probation. Of the girls who were detained, 20 percent
were placed in a special program; only 3 percent of nondetained girls received such placements.22
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Changes Since 1975 

Significant legislative milestones have contributed to the development of the juvenile justice
system and its treatment of girls today. In 1974, just prior to publication of the 1975 report, 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act23—which created OJJDP—was
enacted to respond to widespread concerns about juvenile crime. The enactment of the JJDP 
Act helped to implement a major recommendation of the 1975 report, which called for the
deinstitutionalization of status offenders. The 1977 reauthorization of the JJDP Act reaffirmed
congressional support for separating juveniles from adults and removing status offenders from
secure settings. The deinstitutionalization of status offenders directly affected females in the
juvenile justice system because, at that time, most girls who became involved with the juvenile
justice system were status offenders. Since that time a number of changes have occurred in both
what is known about female juveniles and how the juvenile justice system responds to them.
However, in spite of the increased awareness and the changes that have been made, many needs
of female juvenile offenders remain unmet. Girls are still seriously neglected in the juvenile justice
system.

Legislative History of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was enacted in 1974 to respond to
widespread concerns about juvenile crime and the treatment of juveniles in the criminal justice
system. The authors of the legislation felt that systemic reform was required. Two innovative
components of the JJDP Act were the separation of adult and juvenile offenders and the removal
of status offenders from secure incarceration. In addition, Section 223(a)(16) of the JJDP Act
required states to “provide assurance that assistance would be available on an equitable basis to
deal with all disadvantaged youth including, but not limited to, females, minority youth, mentally
retarded, and emotionally or physically handicapped youth.”

The next major legislative change affecting female juvenile offenders occurred in the 1977
reauthorization of the JJDP Act.24 President Jimmy Carter requested additional funding to expand
the scope of the program. The reauthorization reaffirmed congressional support for separating
juveniles from adults and removing status offenders from secure settings. This action directly
affected females in the juvenile justice system because, at that time, most girls who became
involved with the juvenile justice system were status offenders. The 1975 report revealed that
young females were “more likely to be referred for status offenses, i.e., conduct that would not be
criminal if committed by an adult, and at a higher rate than boys referred for such conduct.
Truancy, incorrigibility, and sexual delinquency are the three primary status offenses for which
girls are institutionalized.”

In 1988, the JJDP Act was again reauthorized25 to focus on improving state practices and
upgrading secure facilities. The overrepresentation of minorities in secure correctional settings
was of particular concern. Although gender, as an issue, was referenced in the 1988 amendments, 
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this issue was not addressed until the 1992 amendments, which required that the states prepare
the following:26

G An analysis of gender-specific services for the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency. 

G A plan for providing needed gender-specific services for the prevention and treatment of this
population.

The 1992 amendments to the JJDP Act further echoed the 1975 report’s recommendations
regarding the development of gender-specific programs and funding for research and discretionary
programs that would focus on female juvenile offenders. 

To fulfill this congressional mandate as well as to address the recommendations of the 1975
report, OJJDP has funded gender-specific service programs and provided extensive technical
assistance to state and local officials seeking to develop programs that assist female offenders and
at-risk girls. OJJDP encourages and supports programs for girls that are based on a philosophical
continuum of prevention, intervention, and treatment. Even with this comprehensive approach,
however, many support service providers still tend to neglect and minimize the special needs of
female juvenile offenders.

Specific Issues 

Several specific issues should be addressed to complete the picture of how the juvenile justice
system has responded to the female juvenile offender in the years following the 1975 report.
Likewise, specific issues should be considered to understand the factors that had a severe impact
on young girls entering the juvenile justice system in 1995. In summary, any discussion of the
female juvenile offender in the 1990s should include the following issues:

G Neglected program needs of female juveniles.
G Risk factors associated with female juveniles.

# Abuse and exploitation.
# Substance abuse.
# Teen pregnancy and parenthood.
# Low or damaged self-esteem.
# Truancy and school dropout.

G Impact of risk factors.
G Effective comprehensive program strategy for girls.

Neglected Program Needs of Female Juveniles
According to Shay Bilchik, current OJJDP Administrator, "Our system of prevention and
intervention for juveniles has traditionally been geared to the provision of services to males
rather than females [who] have traditionally been ignored both at the practitioner level [and at]
the academic research level."27 Because of the limited number of girls in the system, they failed to
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attract significant interest in their special needs. With the prevalence of gender-related biases both
in the system and in society, it was mistakenly assumed that the needs of girls could be met by the
same programs that serve boys. The juvenile justice field has not institutionalized a significant
number of gender-specific programs.

Contemporary studies have documented the juvenile justice system’s lack of sensitivity to the
gender-specific problems and the needs of girls who come into contact with the system.
Additionally, a growing body of literature provides evidence that girls in the juvenile justice
system are not afforded the same kinds of progressive treatment or rehabilitative opportunities
that boys routinely receive.28 

One specific practice that should be examined is bootstrapping—charging young people who have
not committed a criminal offense with a delinquent offense for violation of a court order.
Evidence strongly suggests that bootstrapping results in harsh and inequitable treatment of girls
charged with status offenses and should only be used as a last alternative.29 According to
psychologists, society has only recently acknowledged that the girls and young women of today
grow up in a world that is just beginning to understand and document their differences from
men.30, 31 Meda Chesney-Lind and Randall G. Shelden of the University of Hawaii have indicated
that factors such as emotional, physical, and sexual abuse and the breakdown of the family are
among the chief causes for delinquent behavior among girls.32 Girls who have experienced these
problems are at risk of becoming involved in the juvenile justice system.

Girls who enter the juvenile justice system tend to have demonstrated behavioral patterns that
include running away from home, substance abuse, and suicidal tendencies. No less than 70
percent of female delinquents placed in traditional settings have been found to be victims of
physical and/or sexual abuse. Nearly 80 percent have run away from home prior to incarceration.33

Risk Factors Associated With Female Juveniles
To develop and implement effective prevention programs for at-risk girls and female juvenile
offenders, clarification is needed of the factors that place young women at risk of involvement in
the juvenile justice system.

Abuse and Exploitation. National statistics show that 8 million girls, or 1 out of every 4, are
sexually abused before the age of 18. Statistics pertaining to the incidence of physical and sexual
abuse and/or exploitation in the backgrounds of delinquent female juvenile offenders vary from a
low of 40 percent to a high of 73 percent. Girls are much more likely than boys to be victims of 
sexual abuse, especially family-related abuse, and girls are more likely to report such abuse than
boys.34

Abuse is also a primary cause for running away from home, a status offense that is often a girl’s
first involvement with the juvenile justice system. Studies indicate that sexually abused female
runaways are more likely to engage in delinquent activities (for example, substance abuse, theft,
and prostitution) than nonabused female or male runaways. According to Chesney-Lind, when
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seeking help, most girls seek help for the consequences rather than the causes of the abuse.35

Separate at-risk prevention studies conducted by Cathy Spatz Widom and Terence P. Thornberry
confirm that abused children are at high risk for subsequent involvement in delinquency and
violent behavior. Likewise, it is well documented that a large number of adult abusers were
victims of abuse as children.36, 37 According to Widom, childhood abuse and neglect increased the
likelihood of arrest as a juvenile by 53 percent, the likelihood of arrest as an adult by 38 percent,
and the likelihood of committing a violent crime by 38 percent.38 Thornberry concludes that
adolescents from families experiencing more than two forms of violence are more than twice as
likely to commit violent offenses as their peers from nonviolent families.39

In summary, the abuse and exploitation of young girls should be viewed as a major and pervasive
public health threat and a primary precursor to involvement in the criminal justice system.
Antiviolence initiatives should be sustained and expanded. These efforts should be supported by
legislation and carried out by law enforcement agencies and the courts. Furthermore, girls’ first
contact with the juvenile justice system is often precipitated by their attempts to escape abuse at
home. Girls need access to a continuum of placement options in which their safety can be ensured
while they address the issues that brought them into the system and receive the services they will
need to leave it. Many options are nonpunitive and nonsecure, including placement with trusted
relatives or friends, foster care in private or group homes, or residential substance abuse treatment
programs.

Substance Abuse. Substance abuse is another important risk factor for female juvenile
delinquency. Studies report that at-risk girls often indicate that drugs allow them to escape
emotional pain, which is frequently an aftermath of abuse. Over time, drug usage can become a
problem or cause other problems such as addiction and the attendant behavior necessary to obtain
the drugs by any possible means, including criminal activities. In 1990, the American Correctional
Association (ACA) conducted a survey of female juvenile offenders in training schools and
discovered that the typical female juvenile offender “started using alcohol or drugs between the
ages of 12 and 15.” Further, it was found that “some 64 percent used alcohol at least once or
twice a week. Of the 59 percent who used cocaine, 47 percent did so on a daily basis. Similarly,
of the 78 percent who used marijuana, some 47 percent did so on a daily basis.”40

The link between drug use and sexual activity has long been known. Sexual activity among young
women has steadily increased, with more than 51 percent of 15- to 19-year-olds reporting
premarital sexual intercourse. According to one study, “Early initiation of sexual activity and early
childbearing are associated with [alcohol and other drug use], low academic achievement, school
dropout and delinquency, and pregnancy among females.”41

Teen Pregnancy and Parenthood. The rate of teenage pregnancies in the United States is
declining, according to the National Center for Health Statistics. In 1995, 57 of every 1,000
teenage girls gave birth, down from 68 per 1,000 in 1970. In 1995, an estimated 513,000 teenage
girls gave birth to 13 percent of the babies born in the United States. Teenage girls represented a
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third of all the unmarried mothers in the country.42

Teenage pregnancy and parenthood is a major delinquency risk factor for female juvenile
offenders and teenage girls in general. In a study conducted by Mark Clements Research, Inc.,
720 girls ages 12 to 19 were asked what would prevent pregnancy among unwed teens. The key
findings are revealing.43

G Ninety-seven percent of the teenage girls surveyed indicated that “having parents they could
talk to” could help prevent pregnancies among unmarried teens. 

G Ninety-three percent said “having loving parents” reduces the risk.

G Ninety-six percent of the respondents said that “having self-respect” and “being informed about
sex, pregnancy, and birth control” are critical to preventing pregnancy.

G Ninety-six percent indicated that the most influential deterrent was “being aware of the
responsibility of caring for a child.”

G Ninety-three percent of the girls said that “being satisfied with life would prevent teen
pregnancies.”44

Deborah Tolman, Director of the Adolescent Sexuality Project at the Center for Research on
Women at Wesley College, maintains, “Girls often trade sex for love, just as they always have.
Society teaches girls that love is what should matter to them, and we teach boys that what they
should want most is sex. We end up shortchanging both genders.”45

Parents are more influential than they might guess in their daughter’s decision to have sex—91
percent of the girls rated their mothers and 76 percent rated their fathers as “very” or “somewhat
influential.” Younger teens are much more likely to view parents as important influences than
older ones, unless they are victims of sexual abuse or victimization.46

More than 60 percent of the girls surveyed in the Clements study stated that not knowing about
contraceptives or the “facts of life” was a major risk factor. The Clements study also found that,
while teenage girls may be protecting themselves better in the 1990s than they did 10 years ago,
contraception alone may not be enough. Emotional factors also come into play—66 percent of 
the girls polled said that having parents who did not give enough love and attention or having
parents who did not teach morals increased the likelihood of girls becoming pregnant.47

Thirty-six percent of girls indicated that pregnancy occurred because of a desire “to feel needed
and/or loved unconditionally”; 27 percent said that a girl might want “someone to love and care
for or call her own”; and 24 percent said that a teenage girl might get pregnant to get or keep a
boyfriend. Many girls reported that being pregnant was a means of obtaining love and popularity
or escaping from an abusive living situation. Most female juvenile offenders see pregnancy as a
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response to past sexual victimization.48

Unfortunately, many female juvenile offenders are pregnant or are mothers when they enter the
juvenile justice system. The juvenile justice system has not adequately addressed the issue of
adjudicated teenage mothers. A few programs exist for pregnant girls and teenage mothers;
however, they have long waiting lists and often require funding for both mother and child, a
requirement that not all government agencies are willing to meet.

Low or Damaged Self-Esteem. Among female juvenile offenders, low self-esteem is another
major risk factor. Girls often become involved in the juvenile justice system as truants, runaways,
delinquents, and/or status offenders. Although the labels are different, common problems exist for
all at-risk girls—emotional, physical, and sexual abuse and the breakdown of the family unit cause
these girls to feel rejected and unloved. The majority of female juvenile offenders are victims of
severely dysfunctional families and have suffered from neglect, teenage pregnancy, and violence
and, as a result, are often emotionally disturbed and have limited or no self-respect.

Self-reported data show that more than half of young women in training schools have attempted
suicide and 64 percent of them have tried more than once.49 These feelings of poor self-worth are
mirrored in the larger society among teen girls as evidenced by a growing body of research in this
area.50

Truancy and School Dropout. The typical female juvenile offender is a high school dropout. In
1990, ACA found that 27 percent of girls dropped out of school because of pregnancy and 20
percent left school to become full-time mothers.51 Sixty-five percent of girls in training schools
had completed only 1 to 3 years of high school and had not received a general equivalency
diploma (GED). Of these girls, 36 percent did not return to any type of school after leaving the
training school.52

Impact of Risk Factors
The connection between risk factors (abuse and exploitation, substance abuse, teen pregnancy and
parenthood, low or damaged self-esteem, and truancy and school dropout) and delinquency has
an immense impact on determining whether at-risk girls and female juvenile offenders will become
successful and productive women in society or become incarcerated offenders both as juveniles
and as adults.

A 1996 study completed by Leslie Acoca and James Austin on incarcerated women in California,
Connecticut, and Florida found that a significant proportion of the women in the study reported
that they had been in trouble as girls and yet little or nothing had been done to help them. The
study found that:

G Forty-six percent of women were first arrested when they were 17 years of age or younger (in
Connecticut, 56 percent of the women were first arrested as juveniles). In addition, 15.5 percent
of the women reported that they had lived in at least one foster home while growing up.
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G Nearly half of the women (48.3 percent) had been suspended or expelled from school, and
more than 25 percent had either required a special class in school or repeated a grade.

G More than half of the women (56.3 percent) ran away from home as girls, often to escape
abuse. Girls were most likely to be expelled from school, run away from home, or be placed in a
foster home between the ages of 12 and 13.53

When asked specific questions about their entry into and involvement with the juvenile justice
system, women in the study indicated the following: 
 
G More than one in four (26.7 percent) reported that their involvement with the juvenile justice
system started with being labeled status offenders (most commonly for running away from home),
declared delinquent by a juvenile court (26.8 percent), or placed on juvenile probation (28.9
percent). Nearly one in three (32.6 percent) stated that they had been locked up in a juvenile
detention center for more than 1 day.

G As juveniles more than one in four were either placed in special classes or held back a grade in
school. Of those who were placed in special classes, the highest percentage were placed in classes
for children with learning and perceptual difficulties. 

G Nearly half reported that, as juveniles, they had been suspended or expelled or both. Although
27.5 percent of the women experienced their first serious school failure at age 8 or 9, the median
age at which girls were likely to be first expelled or suspended was 13.54

 
The Acoca and Austin report noted that early adolescence was the age at which those interviewed
were at the highest risk for school failure, running away, and out-of-home placement. A majority
of the women (56.3 percent) ran away from home at least once when they were children. Of the
women who ran away as girls, 28.7 percent cited the desire for more freedom, 24.1 percent cited
the need to escape abuse at home, and 14.9 percent cited the feeling that they were not wanted at
home as their primary reason for running away. This report indicated that the median age that the
women first ran away as girls was 13.55

 
In studying these incarcerated women, the researchers found that a history of abuse is a common
characteristic of women in prison. One of the goals of the Acoca and Austin study was to identify
the time in the women’s lives when the abuse occurred. To this end, each woman was asked a set
of 32 concrete and specific questions about emotional, physical, and sexual harm that she might
have experienced as a child (17 and under) or as an adult (18 and older). Their responses
indicated the following.

G Most of the women (72.2 percent) reported that they had experienced one or more forms of
emotional abuse, and 67.5 percent reported that they had experienced one or more forms of
physical or sexual abuse, as children.
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G Some of the women (31.1 percent) reported that they had been raped or sodomized as children.
Of this group, a small percentage (11.3 percent) also indicated that they were victimized more
than five times or repeatedly.

G Forty-five percent of the women reported having been beaten or physically abused in another
way as children, and 35.8 percent who reported this type of physical abuse experienced it more
than five times.56

This study, along with others, documents the importance of establishing comprehensive gender-
specific services for at-risk girls and female juvenile offenders to prevent their entry into or return
to the criminal justice system.

Effective Comprehensive Program Strategy for Girls 
Myriad social and emotional issues and risk factors are involved with female juvenile offenders in
the juvenile justice system. Despite the multiplicity of their problems, however, female juvenile
offenders and at-risk girls respond positively when placed in a caring environment. To address the
needs of this population, it is necessary to develop and implement innovative community-based
programs that provide comprehensive, gender-specific prevention, treatment, and rehabilitative
care that includes case management and followup for at-risk and delinquent girls.57 An effective
comprehensive strategy for this population should include the following:

G A strong basic education component that combines academic instruction in reading, language
arts, and mathematics with positive social training.

G A component that enables girls to obtain the skills and knowledge to take charge of their lives.

G A component that enables girls to acquire a positive self-image, increase their understanding of
themselves and the roles they can play in the community, and appreciate their responsibilities as
productive citizens.

G A component that encourages families to instill moral values and provide guidance and support
to girls.

G A health and counseling component that provides knowledge and understanding of the value of
preventive health care. Topics in this component should include information on prenatal care, safe
sex and pregnancy prevention, gynecology, and mental health.

G A parenting component that enables young women to acquire the skills and perspective
necessary for raising healthy and positively motivated children.

G A job training component that enables female juveniles to take an active, positive, and tangible
role in providing meaningful service to the local community.
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G Opportunities for girls to have regular interaction with positive role models.

G Opportunities for female juvenile offenders to return to their families; when this is not possible,
establishment of an alternative plan such as therapeutic foster care or supported independent
living.

G Child care services for girls who are mothers.58, 59

The multiservice needs of the female juvenile offender can be met through a community’s use of
OJJDP’s Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, Violent, and Chronic Juvenile Offenders, which
emphasizes the integration of services and the need for organizations to collaborate in the creation
of a continuum-of-care system. OJJDP recognizes that a comprehensive approach to delinquency
prevention and intervention requires collaboration between the juvenile justice system and other
service provision systems, including mental health, health, child welfare, and education.
Developing mechanisms that effectively link these different service providers at the program level
should be an important component of every community’s plan to provide gender-specific services.
In addition, local efforts should be supported by a highly visible national girl’s initiative. Such an
initiative should not only support program implementation, but also support program evaluation
and female-specific research. It is far easier and less costly in both monetary and labor terms to
develop community-based demonstration programs to prevent problems before they occur or to
intervene with proven effective approaches as soon as they are discovered than to wait until a girl
is in serious trouble.60, 61

Conclusion

Young women require access to a wide variety of programs and placements to address their
specific needs, such as drug addiction, learning disabilities, teen pregnancy, motherhood, and
histories of abuse. Substance abuse programs specifically designed for girls are in short supply. In
addition, there are few programs for pregnant and parenting girls in the juvenile justice system,62

and many of the best programs accept teen mothers for treatment only if they place their children
in the custody of another individual.

Misguided stereotypes and inadequate programming continue because there is a lack of
information on female juvenile offenders. Research on juvenile offenders should include significant
samples of girls, when possible, to identify and address the impact of gender on girls’ life
situations, behaviors, strengths, and needs. To prevent girls from becoming involved in the
juvenile justice system, profiles of girls who are likely to become involved in the system should be
identified. Efforts to predict which young people are likely to engage in at-risk or delinquent
behavior, based on early childhood behavior, have proved to be of little success for girls.
Therefore, important factors for predicting female juvenile offenders’ behavior (for example, a
history of abuse) should to be included in models.63 Further investigations of risk and protective
factors that either place girls at risk for juvenile delinquency or shield them from it are needed
along with further clarification of the difference between the needs and characteristics of male and
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female juvenile offenders. 

Research programs that focus on the increase in juvenile female violent crime, more active roles
being played by female offenders in gangs, and possible inequitable treatment in the juvenile
justice system of girls who are members of a minority group are needed to educate juvenile justice
system practitioners.64

In developing programs and services for the female juvenile offender, juvenile justice
policymakers and practitioners need to remember that for many girls who are involved in the
juvenile justice system, delinquent behavior is likely to be a response to the terrible circumstances
in which they often find themselves. The behavior reflects their deep need and unspoken desire to
be understood, to be encouraged, and to be given positive direction in a world which, for many of
them, can seem quite confusing. Juvenile justice policymakers and practitioners should be
committed to the proposition that an effective juvenile justice system is one that is highly
responsive to the needs of the juvenile population, regardless of gender. 

The best interventions are those that strengthen families and help parents access skills and
resources to raise their children in a safe and nurturing home and community. 
These interventions should begin early and include both families and individual children. However,
well-designed interventions can also have an effect on girls who are already involved in the
juvenile justice system.65, 66 Programs should be designed that address risk factors for female
juveniles and deal with all stages of delinquency from prevention to early intervention to aftercare.

The juvenile justice system is based on prevention, intervention, and treatment; therefore,
meaningful preventive measures, successful intervention efforts, and constructive rehabilitative
programs should remain at the heart of the system. The system should both hold offenders
accountable and nurture them. This is particularly true for juvenile female offenders in light of the
deep emotional needs evidenced by many young women who are in the system. Likewise, an
effective juvenile justice system is one that promotes and fosters self-control and responsibility
among young women, helps them become accountable for their actions, and promotes the public
safety and welfare. Juvenile justice policymakers and practitioners should be certain that these
principles are part of the juvenile justice system in all cities, regions, and states. The challenge 
for federal, state, and local agencies is to provide resources, training, and technical assistance to
satisfactorily accomplish this goal.
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Recommendations from the OJP Coordination Group on Women

1.  Continue research focusing specifically on girls and demonstration programs that include girls.

2.  Create more alternatives to abusive home situations.

3.  Reduce inequitable treatment of female juveniles while tailoring state and local programs to
meet the needs of girls.

4.  Examine the practice of bootstrapping juvenile female offenders.

5.  Promote gender-specific interventions.

6.  Focus on state and local risk-based and early intervention strategies for female offenders.

7.  Develop and implement continuum-of-care programs for girls in communities nationwide.

8.  Ensure that traditional and nontraditional career options are available to female juveniles. 

9.  Empower young women and prepare them for productive futures through prevention,
treatment, and intervention programs. 

10. Support model demonstration programs that focus specifically on the needs of female juvenile
offenders. Evaluate these model programs and disseminate the results.

11. Support local efforts through a highly visible national girls’ initiative.
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Chapter 3: Women and Girls as Victims

Introduction

The year 1975 was important for both the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
and the crime victims movement. The LEAA Task Force on Women was visionary in that, in its
study, The Report of the LEAA Task Force on Women (hereafter referred to as the 1975 report),
it recommended an indepth analysis of female crime victims to ascertain whether the
characteristics of victimization for men were different from those for women. For the crime
victims movement, the nationwide coordination of victim services became possible with the
formation of the National Organization for Victim Assistance (NOVA). Subsequently, the nation
witnessed the establishment of sexual assault treatment centers, domestic violence programs, child
abuse prevention and treatment services, hundreds of Mothers Against Drunk Driving chapters,
and numerous Parents of Murdered Children groups. For the most part, these services were
founded by women. In the United States, these groups and other powerful voices were working
to enact a crime victim bill of rights, constitutional amendments, and other enabling statutes to
serve all crime victims, and most often were championed by women and on behalf of women.*

Supporting the explosion of interest in assisting victims of crime was the 1982 President’s Task
Force on Victims of Crime and the 1984 Attorney General’s Task Force on Family Violence. The
Final Report of the President’s Task Force on Victims of Crime, along with other documents, led
the way for the passage of the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) in 1984, which established the
Office for Victims of Crime (OVC) in the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) and the Crime
Victims Fund. The Crime Victims Fund garners fines paid by federal offenders to be passed on to
the states for victim compensation and assistance services and to enhance services to victims of
federal crimes. In 1997, more than $471 million from federal offenders was distributed to the
states. Federal laws were amended in 1996 to include expanded rights and assistance to federal
crime victims.

More recently, the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 included the
Violence Against Women Act (VAWA), which provided additional rights to victims of stalking,
domestic violence, and sexual assault, and created a formula and two discretionary grant
programs administered by the Office of Justice Programs (OJP), Violence Against Women Grants
Office (VAWGO). In FY 1995, Congress authorized $26 million for STOP (Services, Training,
Officers, Prosecutors) Violence Against Women formula grant awards to states and tribal
governments. Also in 1995, OVC provided approximately $3 million in discretionary grant money
to identify “promising practices” and to improve victim services. In FY 1996, Congress
authorized $130 million for STOP grants and additional funds for two discretionary
programs—$7 million to the Rural Domestic Violence and Child Victimization Enforcement
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Grant Program and $28 million to Grants To Encourage Arrest Policies. In FY 1998, $172 million
was appropriated for STOP grants, including $145 million in direct formula grant awards to all
states and territories.1 

A program that benefits all crime victims but is of particular interest to female victims of crime is
the Bureau of Prison’s (BOP’s) Victim Witness Program, which notifies victims of an adult
offender’s placement in a community, escape from incarceration, release from confinement, or
death. The notification includes a form that details the offender’s current location, parole
eligibility date (if applicable), or date of release or death. Victims also receive a contact name and
telephone number to call should they have questions about the offender’s status. BOP continues
these efforts until the offender is released from BOP custody or until a victim or witness no longer
wishes to be notified. Some states, such as Kentucky, have implemented similar programs.

Then and Now: A Review of Issues and Progress

The 1975 report made three recommendations regarding female victimization:

1. Fund a research grant to fully analyze the nature and characteristics of female victimization,
utilizing the National Crime Panel Survey (also known as the National Crime Victimization
Survey, which is administered by the Bureau of Justice Statistics) and other sources of relevant
data.

2. Develop and administer supplemental questions to the National Crime Panel Survey to collect
data regarding topics relevant to female victimization, especially on the treatment of male and
female victims of crime by the criminal justice system.

3. Develop a new agency initiative aimed at innovative service for female victims of crime with an
appropriate level of funding if data analysis indicates that female victims have special needs.

The first two recommendations addressed data collection and the third suggested allocating
additional resources to service female victims of crime. Unfortunately, 20 years later we are still
asking some of the same questions and making the same recommendations. Even though the
National Crime Victimization Survey now provides data on women, some researchers think the
age group surveyed should be lowered to crime victims age 12 and under. As the Rape in
America report showed, the most frequently victimized groups are preteens and adolescent girls.2

The 1995 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) publication, Juvenile
Offenders and Victims: A National Report, also indicates that adolescents are the age group most
likely to be victimized.3 However, gender differences are discussed in the document only in a
cursory fashion, primarily as they relate to homicide. It appears that age 12 was selected because
of the assumption that crimes against younger children would fall under child abuse reporting.
However, as the OJJDP report demonstrates, many children are the victims of homicide, robbery,
assault, rape, and other crimes that would not be included in the child abuse reporting
requirements unless the crimes were committed by a family member or caretaker.
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Some could argue that funds for the Victims of Crime Act help to address the third
recommendation in the 1975 report—the creation of an agency designed to provide specialized
services for female victims of crime.4 It is true that a substantial amount of the money allocated by
VOCA funds programs serve women and children. In addition, as a result of Title V of the
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, the Violence Against Women Act, the
Violence Against Women Office (VAWO), and the Violence Against Women Grants Office were
created.5 Subsequently, a number of grant programs have been developed to increase and enhance
services for female crime victims.

In the early 1980s, only five states had crime victims bills of rights. Today, 48 states have crime
victims bill of rights, 29 have crime victim constitutional amendments, and all 50 states have some
references to crime victim rights throughout their statutes. Unfortunately, many of these rights are
not afforded to the victims of juvenile offenders. This is gradually changing, however, and even
the OJJDP report Combating Violence and Delinquency: The National Juvenile Justice Action
Plan called for the enactment of victim rights in the juvenile justice system.6 In the federal system,
the Victim and Witness Protection Act was signed in 1982 and the Victims’ Rights and
Restitution Act became law in 1990. In 1996, the Clinton administration sponsored legislation to
revise federal statutes to ensure that victims of juvenile offenders would have the same rights as
they would have if the offender was an adult.7 On April 22, 1996, a U.S. constitutional
amendment was introduced to provide equal rights for the victims of crime across the nation.8

Currently, more than 3,000 crime victim assistance programs are funded by VOCA and all states
have a compensation program to assist with medical bills, funeral bills, and counseling.9 However,
the compensation funds are not always available to the victims of juvenile offenders.  

Even the terminology has changed since 1975. The word victim is now often replaced by the more
positive survivor to note the power of having adjusted to an event. Wife-beating, a phrase used in
the 1975 report, is now encompassed in the broader topic of family violence, since violence in the
home affects other family members in addition to wives. The term victim is not limited to the
persons harmed directly by a crime but also includes their family members, friends, and
community. Exhibit 3–1 provides a comparison of services for victims of crime in 1975 and 1998.
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Exhibit 3–1
Accomplishments for Crime Victims Between 1970 and 1998

1970 
G No victim bills of rights or constitutional amendments.
G Few victim-witness programs or crime victim compensation funds at the state or federal level.
G No national organizations to assist crime victims and their survivors.
G No organizations for people who survive homicide victims.
G No discussion of domestic violence at the national level.
G No discussion of sexual assault victims at the national level.
G No organization working to change the laws on drunk driving or to assist the victims of these
crashes.
G No corrections-based victim services.
G No programs to address staff as crime victims.
G No programs for offenders to take responsibility for their crimes or the long-term impact of
their crimes on their victims.

1998
G Forty-eight state bills of rights introduced and 29 state constitutions amended.
G Federal Victim/Witness Protection Act enacted. First victim compensation program started in
1965; others started in early 1970s. Victims of Crime Act enacted in 1984.
G The National Organization for Victim Assistance formed in 1975 and the National Victim
Center formed in 1982.
G Parents of Murdered Children founded in 1978—now with thousands of members and many
similar support groups, most started by women.
G Thousands of programs established to serve domestic violence victims and the children who
witness such violence. The 1994 Violence Against Women Act enacted and the Violence Against
Women Grant Office established.
G Hundreds of rape treatment programs established, and training has been improved for law
enforcement, medical, and legal personnel to help these victims.
G Mothers Against Drunk Driving, started by a woman, now has thousands of members, has been
active in changing hundreds of laws, and claims to have saved thousands of lives.
G Many departments of corrections implemented victim service programs based on the OVC-
sponsored Victims and Corrections Grant in 1991.
G Staff crime victims addressed as part of the Victims and Corrections Project.
G The Impact of Crime on Victims classes started in 1985 and are now replicated in about 15
states.
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Despite this progress, a number of issues pertaining to female victims of crime remain to be
addressed. Four major female crime victim issues have been identified in 1998:

G Basic concerns of crime victims.
G Women as victims in the general population.
G Adult female offenders as victims.
G Staff victimization.

Basic Concerns of Crime Victims
Crime victims are now beginning to receive basic rights in the criminal justice system, including:

G The right to information about the offender’s case, disposition, sentence, and release.

G The right to provide an impact statement to the court, the presentence investigator, and the
parole board.

G The right to participate in all proceedings in which the offender may participate.

G The right to receive services and restitution.

All states now have some type of victim compensation and assistance provision. Most of the
rights pertain to law enforcement, the courts, and the prosecutor. However, in some states,
corrections departments do not have the statutory authority to offer victim services. Even when
victims rights are recognized, they may not be enforced and there are few sanctions for failure. 

One such case in which a victim’s rights were not enforced occurred in Kentucky, when a victim
requested notification of the release of an offender and did not receive it. Mary Byron, of
Jeffersontown, Kentucky, was killed by her estranged boyfriend Donovan Harris on her 21st
birthday in December 1993, less than 3 weeks after he had been charged with raping her at
gunpoint. At the time she was murdered, she did not know that Donovan had been released from
jail on bond because Jeffersontown Detective Robert Perkins failed to notify her as she had
requested.10 Byron’s estate sued the Jeffersontown Police Department and Detective Perkins, but
the suit was dismissed. Byron’s estate filed an appeal, but the appellate court ruled that the city of
Jeffersontown and the detective did not have an obligation to notify Byron of Harris’ release.11 

Another concern for crime victims is self-blame, wherein the victim feels some responsibility for
the crime’s occurrence. This concern was addressed in the 1975 report, which stated, “The
system’s response tends to focus less on the injury and sensitive treatment of the victim, and more
on evaluating the victim’s credibility.” The training of crime victim services personnel should
address sensitivity toward crime victims’ feelings of self-blame. 

Victims also have an interest in preventing future victimization. To address this concern, all
correctional facilities should require offender participation in an Impact of Crime on Victims
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course. Offenders should be held accountable for the harm they have caused and recognize the
impact that their crimes have had on their victims. These offender awareness efforts have been
implemented in California, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Washington state, as well as every
military correctional facility in the country, and are regarded as being highly successful.12

Women as Victims in the General Population
The 1975 report indicates that, although rape victims received a great deal of public attention at
that time, little attention had been directed toward girls and women who were victims of other
types of assault, particularly assaults occurring in the home. The report recognized that victims of
rape were often victimized twice; initially by the rapist and subsequently by the criminal justice
system in its handling of the offense. Since 1975, greater attention has been devoted toward
violence against women and the attendant criminal justice system’s response. Greater public
awareness of violent crimes that are committed primarily against women (e.g., domestic violence,
sexual assault, and stalking) has led to some statutory changes and has triggered innovative
approaches at all levels of government to reduce such crimes. Since the 1975 report was
published, OJP has embarked upon numerous research and/or demonstration projects to advance
knowledge in this area and to help criminal justice agencies develop effective strategies to
improve their response to the violence many women face every day. Examples of these efforts can
be found in A Report to the Assistant Attorney General, which was developed by the OJP Family
Violence Working Group.13

Areas in which the criminal justice community has focused on improving its response to crimes
against women and girls include domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking, juvenile victimization,
and elderly victimization.

Domestic Violence. Domestic and family violence received little attention and rarely received an
adequate or appropriate criminal justice response in 1975. The criminal justice system’s
inattention to domestic violence was due to a host of different factors. These factors included but
were not limited to:

G Statutorial limitations.

G Unwillingness of the criminal justice system to treat domestic violence as a crime
commensurate to violence against a stranger.

G Lack of cooperation from the victim in the legal process.

G Confusion regarding the role of the criminal justice system in addressing domestic violence.

In the past, police officers were limited by statutes in 22 states; these states allowed officers to
make an arrest in misdemeanor domestic violence cases only if they witnessed the violent
episode.14 Unfortunately, most cases of domestic violence were classified as misdemeanors.
Furthermore, and perhaps most important, police officers realized that few domestic violence
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cases would ultimately result in prosecution. Because victims of domestic violence are
psychologically and economically involved with the offender, they are more likely to voluntarily
dismiss complaints. Prosecutors and judges tended to treat such charges lightly because of the
relationships between victims and offenders.15

As with the police, prosecutors historically were faulted for not treating domestic and family
violence cases seriously, failing to file charges in cases presented by the police, or discouraging
willing victims from pursuing criminal complaints. Prosecutors were disinclined to pursue
convictions in domestic violence cases primarily because of evidentiary problems, the lack of
cooperation of many victims to move forward with prosecution, concerns about family privacy, or
an unwillingness to prosecute with meaningful sanctions. 16,17

The court system also had not treated domestic violence cases as seriously as it had addressed
other violence cases involving strangers. Domestic violence cases often were assigned a lower
priority for prosecution and punishment, and the sanctions applied to nonfelonious intimate
violence cases often were minor. In addition, women were prevented from acquiring legal
remedies due to legal barriers. Prior to the late 1970s, women could not obtain a restraining order
against a violent husband unless they were prepared to file for a divorce.18 When protective orders
were made available, they were seldom enforced, their use in emergencies was difficult, and
sanctions for violations were minimal.

Responses to domestic violence began to change in the late 1960s. As a result of the work of
feminist activists, rape crisis counselors, and researchers working with women, domestic violence
or violence toward intimate partners was raised as a social problem within the context of violence
against women.19 LEAA took the lead in fostering a broad response to this issue. Twenty-three
programs were funded for various services including shelters, treatment programs for wife
beaters, special prosecution units, mediation units, and civil legal interventions between 1976 and
1981.20

Changes in criminal justice practices regarding domestic violence were reflected in legal statutes.
During the 1970s, 47 states passed domestic violence legislation requiring changes in protection
orders, authorizing warrantless arrests for misdemeanor domestic assault, and recognizing a
history of abuse and threat as a legal defense for women who killed their abusive husbands. 

G The Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment. The shift in police response to domestic
violence in the 1980s from counseling/mediation to carrying out arrests is partly attributable to the
results of the Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment.21 This study found that the prevalence
of subsequent domestic violence was reduced by nearly 50 percent when the suspect was arrested.
Not only was the Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment instrumental in prompting police
departments nationwide to adopt pro-arrest policies, it also paved the way for six replications and
extensions of the Minneapolis experiment collectively known as the Spouse Assault Replication
Program (SARP). These studies were conducted by the following U.S. police departments:
Colorado Springs, Colorado; Miami (Metro-Dade County), Florida; Atlanta, Georgia; Omaha,
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Nebraska; Charlotte, North Carolina; and Milwaukee, Wisconsin. These projects were funded by
the National Institute of Justice (NIJ). 

The replications and extensions of the Minneapolis experiment produced inconsistent results.
Either no deterrent effect of arrest on subsequent violence was found or only certain types of
offenders were deterred. In the worst cases, an arrest escalated the violence. The studies strongly
suggest the need for a corollary response from prosecutors and judges if the efforts of police are
to be successful. In other words, for an arrest to be an effective domestic violence intervention, it
should be part of a coordinated and integrated response to the problem on the part of the entire
criminal justice system.

G The Indianapolis Domestic Violence Experiment. In addition to research assessing the effects
of various police responses to domestic violence, NIJ has also funded research on the impact of
prosecution on the control or reoccurrence of domestic assault. One of the most comprehensive
prosecution studies was the Indianapolis Domestic Violence Experiment.22,23 
The results of this study showed no significant deterrent effect from traditional prosecution.
However, there was a significant decrease in severe violence when victim-initiated prosecutorial
actions were compared with the traditional prosecutorial procedures. When victims threatened to
prosecute and then followed through with prosecution, offenders were more likely to be deterred
than those offenders whose victims did not follow through with prosecution or who were
prosecuted under traditional procedures. These findings suggest that the threat of prosecution,
coupled with prosecution, may be used to empower victims of domestic violence. 

G Other Federal Initiatives. Other initiatives at the federal level were prompted by the 1984
report of the Attorney General’s Task Force on Family Violence. The report recommended
coordinated community responses to domestic violence, rewriting applicable laws, and reforming
the operations of the justice system. NIJ currently has intramural research efforts under way to
examine the relationship between domestic violence and homicide. The Bureau of Justice
Assistance (BJA) funded family violence demonstration programs in 11 jurisdictions to establish
interagency coordinating committees.24,25 

G Future Implication for Criminal Justice Response. Despite changes in the criminal justice
system’s response to domestic violence, current data demonstrate the need for a coordinated and
integrated approach to reduce and prevent domestic violence (see exhibit 3–2). Such an approach
suggests a partnership among law enforcement, prosecution, the courts, and victim advocates and
service providers. For the criminal justice system response to be effective, professionals in the
various components of the system need to have a shared vision that prioritizes the safety and well-
being of the victim.
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Exhibit 3–2
Domestic Violence Statistics

G According to estimates from the redesigned National Crime Victimization Survey, females age
12 or older experienced nearly 5 million violent victimizations in 1992 and 1993. More than 75
percent of these victims knew or were related to their attacker, and injuries occurred more often
when the offender was an intimate.26

G Approximately 2 million women are severely assaulted by male partners each year.27

G Women are six times more likely than men to experience violence committed by an intimate.28

G Twenty-six percent of all female murder victims in 1995 were slain by husbands or intimate
partners.29

Sexual Assault. As with domestic violence, sexual assault statistics further demonstrate the need
for a systemic response to combat this form of violence against women (see exhibit 3–3).

Exhibit 3–3
Sexual Assault Statistics

G Every year approximately 683,000 adult women are forcibly raped.30

G By 1992, at least 12.1 million women had been the victim of rape at some point in their lives.31

G The National Women’s Study found that 75 percent of rapes were committed by an
acquaintance, relative, intimate, or husband of the victim.32

G Only 16 percent of rapes are ever reported to the police.33

G Fifteen percent of the women in a nationally representative sample of female college students
had experienced acquaintance rape; the average age of the victim was 18. For at least 41 percent
of these women, a sexual assault was their first sexual experience.34 Almost 90 percent of these
victims did not report the offense to the police.35

The history of sexual assault parallels that of domestic violence in regard to statutory limitations
and the lack of an adequate criminal justice response. Until the 1970s, most state sexual assault
laws required: 

G Prompt reporting, which barred a victim’s delayed criminal report.
G Corroboration by other witnesses.
G Resistance, which required the victim to physically resist the attacker.

These statutory requirements limited the number of domestic violence cases that were reported.
By the mid-1980s, however, nearly all states had enacted laws that treated rape like other crimes 
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(see exhibit 3–4). These laws focused on the unlawful act of the offender and did not concentrate
on the behavior of the victim.

In addition to statutorial changes, the various components of the criminal justice system have
instituted changes to improve their handling of sexual assault cases. Police departments have
created sex crime units to improve their responses to rape. They have also developed inhouse
victim/witness assistance units that review reports, contact victims, make referrals to rape crisis
centers, and provide community education in rape awareness and prevention. Prosecutors have
developed specialized units, which include investigators and victim advocates, to streamline the
prosecutorial process. Judges have been provided with the training and resources necessary to
handle rape cases in a sensitive manner. In addition, curriculums have been developed to inform
judges of the special needs of rape victims. 

Approximately 2,000 organizations have been established to provide services and support to
victims of rape.36 The list includes OVC, which provides grants to states for programs with direct
services for all victims of crime, including rape crisis centers and victim compensation centers.37

Exhibit 3–4
Changes in Sexual Assault Statutes

G Rape is now more broadly defined to include any type of sexual penetration, replacing the
gender-specific crime of rape with a series of gender-neutral offenses categorized by the absence
or presence of aggravating circumstances.
G The consent standard was changed so that the victim is not required to physically resist the
attacker, and the requirement that the victim’s testimony be corroborated was abolished. These
changes recognize that submission can be obtained by methods other than overt force.
G The use of a victim’s prior sexual conduct as evidence is now limited. Rape shield laws have
been enacted in every state except Utah. Rape shield laws restrict how much victims can be asked
about their sexual history.38

G As of 1985, 14 states had enacted statutes making the rape of a woman by her spouse a
crime.39

G OVC and the Criminal Justice Section of the American Bar Association (ABA) collaborated on
a model statute granting the privilege of confidentiality to rape victim counselors.40 
G In 1992, Congress passed the Campus Crime Sexual Assault Bill of Rights, which ensures that
campus authorities treat sexual assault victims with dignity and respect, inform victims of their
legal rights and options, and cooperate with victims in the exercise of those rights.41
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Stalking. Stalking gained national attention because of the 1989 murder of actress Rebecca
Schaeffer and reports of a fan’s persistent harassment of comedian David Letterman. Although it
was the celebrity of these victims that catapulted the problem of stalking to the forefront, most
stalking victims are ordinary women who are attempting to end a relationship with a man, often
one who has been abusive. Some domestic violence advocates contend that up to 80 percent of
stalking incidents occur in a domestic context.42

California was the first state to address the problem of stalking by enacting an antistalking statute
in 1990. California’s law was enacted in response to the murder of five women, including Rebecca
Schaeffer, who had been stalking victims. By 1995, 49 states and the District of Columbia had
enacted legislation prohibiting stalking. Maine is the only state without a specific law to address
stalking; however, it uses a terrorizing statute to combat stalking, and the state’s protective order
statute was augmented in 1993 to allow orders to be issued to prohibit stalking.43 Although no
common definition across states for stalking exists, most state statutes define stalking as willful,
malicious, and repeated following and harassing of another person.44 Many states require that the
stalker exhibit a pattern of conduct and an intent to instill fear in the victim.

Federal involvement in the problem of stalking became prominent in 1993 when Congress
directed NIJ to develop a model antistalking code. The intent was to encourage states to
implement antistalking legislation and to provide direction in formulating these laws.45 BJA and
OVC were also instrumental in these legislative efforts by funding regional seminars, which
acquainted state policymakers with the model antistalking code.46

Juvenile Victimization. Much of the victimization that women experience begins during
childhood and continues throughout their lives. Statistics pertaining to violent offenses committed
against juveniles illustrate the alarming frequency with which young people are victimized in this
country each year. For example, in 1992 approximately 1.55 million crimes were committed
against juveniles between the ages 12 and 17. This represents an increase of 23.4 percent over the
1.26 million figure for 1987.47 Moreover, nearly one in four violent crimes in 1992 involved a
juvenile victim.48 

The figures for specific offenses, such as child maltreatment, provide further evidence that young
people are at considerable risk for victimization (see exhibit 3–5). These statistics demonstrate the
need for sexual abuse prevention education for younger children, adolescents, and young adults.
In addition, it is important to educate parents about developing safety plans, detecting early signs
of child sexual abuse, and listening to and acting on behalf of children.
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Exhibit 3–5
Juvenile Victimization Statistics

G Nationally, child protective service agencies received an estimated 2 million reports of alleged
child abuse and neglect in 1993.49

G Fifty-three percent of the child maltreatment victims in 1993 were female. Seven percent of the
victims were less than 1 year old, 53 percent were under age 8, and 7 percent were age 16 or
older.50

G According to the Third National Incidence Study of Child Abuse and Neglect, girls are sexually
abused 3 times more often than boys.51

G Abuse and neglect leaves 18,000 children permanently disabled each year.52

G Even when children do not experience violence personally, many are exposed to chronic
violence in their homes and communities. A study in Boston City Hospital reported that 10
percent of children seen in its primary care clinic have witnessed a shooting or stabbing before
they are 6 years old. In a survey of inner-city elementary school children, 80 percent of children
reported witnessing acts of violence.53

Elderly Victimization. Adults age 65 and older are less likely than other age groups to
experience criminal victimization. When they are victimized, however, their injuries tend to be
more serious, affecting their independence and often resulting in an increased fear of crime.
Elderly victims of violent crime are more likely to be victimized at or near their homes than
victims under the age of 65. Low-income elderly persons are more likely to experience a violent
crime but are less likely to experience theft than elderly persons with high incomes.54

A report from the House Select Committee on Aging found that between 1 and 2 million seniors
experience elder abuse each year.55 Yet elderly persons are less likely to report elder or spouse
abuse than other crimes committed against them.56 Neglect is the most common form of elder
maltreatment in domestic settings. Forty-five percent of the reports of abuse substantiated in 1991
that did not involve self-neglect involved neglect by a caregiver.57 The most frequent abusers of
the elderly in domestic settings are adult children; almost 33 percent of the substantiated cases of
elder abuse in 1991 involved adult children as abusers.58 The majority of elder abusers were male
(51.8 percent in 1991), and approximately two-thirds of victims were females (67.8 percent in
1991).59 

Cycle of Violence. The cycle of violence begins when children who are raised in abusive homes
use drugs and alcohol at an early age to mask the pain. The children leave the home, often become
involved in criminal activity to support their habit, and often have children of their own at a very
young age. These young parents frequently abuse their children as they were abused and continue
their criminal activity because they do not have an education or job skills with which to support
themselves and their children. As they are arrested, convicted, and often incarcerated, the 
family falls apart. Their children are placed with family or in foster care, and are then at risk
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themselves. 

Being abused or neglected in childhood may not only have adverse impacts on an individual’s
emotional and mental development, but may also increase the likelihood that an individual will
engage in criminal or abusive behavior as an adult. According to research by Cathy Spatz Widom,
African-American and Caucasian children who are abused and neglected are more likely than
nonabused children to be arrested.60 Abused African-American children are more likely than
Caucasians to show an increased likelihood of arrest for violent crimes. Widom suggests that the
findings for African-Americans may be due to poverty, family factors, characteristics of the
abuse/neglect, lack of access to counseling or support services, and treatment by juvenile
authorities.

In subsequent work on the cycle of violence, Widom’s preliminary findings substantiate her earlier
work.61 Nearly half of the victims in the initial study had been arrested for some type of nontraffic
offense. Eighteen percent of the victims had been arrested for a violent offense, which represents
a 6-percent increase in the 6 years since arrest records were first checked. Rates of arrest for
violent offenses among neglected children were almost as high as rates for physically abused
children. Moreover, Widom found that abuse and neglect had a considerable impact on females.
Other findings on this topic include the following:

G The likelihood of arrest was 77 percent higher for females who were abused or neglected in
childhood than for comparison group females.62

G Females who had been abused were significantly more likely than nonabused control females to
engage in prostitution. More than 9 percent of abused/neglected females, compared with 2.6
percent of the control females, reported having engaged in prostitution.63

G The type of abuse females experienced influenced the rate at which they engaged in
prostitution. Physically abused females had the highest rates (13 percent) followed by sexually
abused (11.4 percent) and neglected females (9.2 percent).64

G Abused/neglected females were at an increased risk for alcoholism. Moreover, abused and/or
neglected females were significantly more likely to have alcohol or drug arrests in adulthood than
control females.

The research by Widom on the cycle of violence is further supported by the Survey of State
Prison Inmates, 1991.65 Results from the survey indicate that 31 percent of females in state
prisons reported that they had been abused before age 18, and 24 percent after age 18. These
women were equally likely to report either sexual or physical abuse prior to entering prison.
Furthermore, females were more likely than male inmates to report having been abused in the past
(43 percent versus 12 percent respectively).66

National Response to Violence Against Women. Public pressure for a national response to the
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considerable violence perpetrated against women prompted Congress to pass the Violence
Against Women Act as a part of the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994.67

The four subtitles within VAWA—Safe Streets for Women Act, Safe Homes for Women, Civil
Rights for Women, and Protection for Battered Immigrant Women and Children—address
domestic violence, stalking, and sexual assault, and provide protection against crime motivated by
gender. In addition, VAWA responds to the need for fundamental changes in addressing violence
against women (see exhibit 3–6).

Exhibit 3–6
Violence Against Women Act Provisions

G A grant program to strengthen law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services in cases
involving violent crimes against women.
G Education and prevention grants to reduce sexual assaults against women.
G A national domestic violence hotline.
G Penalties under federal law for sex crimes.
G Funding for state, local, and tribal governments to develop, enlarge, or strengthen programs
that address stalking.
G Development of data systems for maintaining records on violent incidents.

Adult Female Offenders as Victims
Little information is available regarding the victimization of female offenders. One primary source
of information comes from a survey of state prison inmates sponsored by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS). The most recent survey, conducted in 1991, included a series of questions about
any abuse experienced prior to incarceration and the age at the time of the incident(s). For the
first time in a BJS inmate survey, respondents were asked to identify their relationships to their
abusers and to indicate whether any sexual abuse involved rape.

An estimated 43 percent of women in state prisons in 1991 reported they had been abused, either
physically or sexually, prior to their current incarceration. More than three-quarters of these
inmates reported being sexually abused. Among the victims of sexual abuse, 56 percent of the
abused women said that their abuse had involved a rape, and 13 percent reported an attempted
rape. Of the women reporting some prior abuse, half named an intimate as their abuser and more
than half (56 percent) named a relative.68

Approximately one-third of the women in prison in 1991 were serving a sentence for a violent
offense. Almost 67 percent of these women had victimized a relative, an intimate, or an
acquaintance. A prior abusive relationship was found to correlate with the criminal behavior of
these women; those reporting a history of abuse were more likely to be serving a sentence for a
violent offense (42 percent) than were women who did not report being abused (25 percent). 
A history of prior abuse also affected the type of violent offense committed; 50 percent of the
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violent female inmates with a history of abuse were serving a sentence for homicide. In 
comparison, 40 percent of the violent female inmates without a history of abuse were serving a
sentence for homicide.69

Staff Victimization
People who work in the criminal justice system, especially those in law enforcement and
corrections, face unique employment challenges. These challenges are enhanced by the nature of
the setting and the constant contact with offenders. The potential for conflict and subsequent staff
victimization is an ever-present issue. No information was available on the victimization of
criminal justice employees in 1975. Unfortunately, although a few efforts have been launched to
address the problem, there is still a lack of data on the overall incidence of these types of offenses.

Between 1991 and 1994, OVC funded the Crime Victims and Corrections project, which trained
officials in 12 states on a variety of victim-related areas, including staff victimization.70 In a survey
conducted as part of the project, the National Victim Center (NVC) found that only 32 adult
correctional agencies, 27 juvenile correctional agencies, and 16 parole agencies had written
policies on how to handle critical incidents in which personnel became victims or witnesses.71 In
1996, OVC renewed funding for this project, providing funding to train officials in four additional
states and expanding the scope of training to include jail personnel. The material generated by the
project could easily be developed into a technical assistance document for all correctional
agencies. 

The extent of on-the-job victimization is not known since no one is charged with collecting this
information nationwide. The 1991 Victims and Corrections Survey revealed that the results of
disciplinary hearings for inmates are often not known to the assaulted staff member since most
hearings are internal and frequently the inmate is moved to another institution or living unit. In
other situations, nothing is done, and the staff member is forced to continue to work in that unit.
The way staff are treated by their coworkers, supervisors, and management after a victimization
has an enormous impact on how the injured person will perform his or her job and might
ultimately affect his or her career in correctional or criminal justice work.

Although it is difficult to accurately measure the extent of job-related staff victimizations, the
Federal Government does collect some information on federal officers as shown in exhibit 3–7.
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Exhibit 3–7
Assaults on Federal Officers, 1979 and 1995
Agency 1979 1995

U.S. Department of Justice 208 299
Bureau of Prisons    99   a

Drug Enforcement Administration     2  65
Federal Bureau of Investigation   43  40
Immigration and Naturalization Service  41 180
U.S. and Assistant U.S. Attorney   4   a

U.S. Marshals Service  19  14

a Beginning in 1991, assault statistics from BOP, U.S. and Assistant U.S. Attorneys, and the judicial branch were
no longer collected.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics. Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, 1996, p. 352. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Justice.

Conclusion

There have been significant changes made in the criminal justice system’s response to female
victims of crime since 1975. Changes such as the criminalization of domestic violence and the
establishment of sexual assault treatment centers demonstrate the recognition of the serious nature
of such crimes and the need for appropriate interventions. The progress made in response to
female victims of crime is primarily attributed to the efforts of the crime victims movement, often
championed by women. At the forefront, women have been working to enact crime victims bills
of rights, constitutional amendments, and other enabling statutes to serve all crime victims. One
significant aspect of these efforts was the passage of the Violence Against Women Act in 1994,
which affords women greater safety and provides protection against crimes motivated by gender. 

Despite these changes, current data on violence against women illustrate the need for additional
measures such as a coordinated and integrated approach to reduce and prevent victimization of
women. A coordinated approach to this problem suggests collaboration among law enforcement,
prosecution offices, and the courts, as well as victim advocates and service providers. For the
criminal justice system’s response to be effective, professionals within the system should share a
vision that prioritizes the safety and well-being of female victims.

Recommendations from the OJP Coordination Group on Women
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1.  Develop new correctional agency policies using examples of promising practices to enhance
victim services.

2.  Develop more training curriculums for crime victim services personnel.

3.  Develop offender programming and services that address the offender’s past victimization and
its impact on his or her criminal behavior.

4.  Expand juvenile victimization prevention programs.

5.  Provide information to criminal justice agencies regarding state or federal programs and
services that assist staff and offenders who have been victimized or who witness victimization. 

6.  Fund research and evaluation of the effectiveness of victim-awareness initiatives, such as
Impact of Crime on Victims courses.

7.  Develop techniques to collect data on crimes committed against victims under the age of 12.

8.  Fund research to assess the effectiveness of victim notification systems.

9.  Fund research to identify and evaluate treatment approaches for female victims of abuse.

10. Fund research to collect data on the victimization of females working in the criminal justice
system and the work-related impact of those incidents.

11. Continue funding for research on the viability of restorative justice approaches that influence
intervention for cases involving violence against women.
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Chapter 4: Women Who Work in the Criminal Justice System

Introduction

With regard to women who work in the criminal justice system, The Report of the LEAA [Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration] Task Force on Women (hereafter referred to as the
1975 report) focused solely on women employed in the former LEAA [currently the Office of
Justice Programs (OJP)]. This chapter takes a different perspective, looking at women working
in the criminal justice and juvenile justice systems, such as wardens, attorneys, judges, and
police.*

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 amended the foundation for occupational opportunities
for women. Notwithstanding some gains in the upper ranks of a male-dominated field,
improvement is still needed. Issues discussed in this chapter include barriers to recruitment,
retention, and advancement of women in the criminal justice system related to gender bias; the
"glass ceiling"; sexual harassment; and training and technical assistance opportunities. Since
1975, the number of women working in the criminal justice system has dramatically increased
(see exhibit 4B1 for recent figures). Specific areas discussed in this chapter include:

G Women working in law enforcement.
G Women working in the courts.
G Women working in adult corrections.
G Women working in juvenile corrections.
G Gender bias through the glass ceiling and organizational culture.
G Sexual harassment.
G Training.

Exhibit 4BB1
Women Who Work in the Criminal Justice System, 1995

G Women constitute nearly 30 percent of all correctional personnel in state adult correctional
facilities and 35 percent of all correctional personnel in juvenile systems.1,2

G Seventeen percent of the wardens or superintendents in state correctional systems and 20
percent in juvenile systems are female.3

G Thirty percent of all jail payroll staff and 24 percent of all jail correctional officers are
female.4

G Women hold 12 percent of the supervisory and 11 percent of the nonsupervisory correctional
officer positions in the federal adult correctional system.5
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Women Working in Law Enforcement

Although women have been involved in police work in the United States for more than 80 years,
their concerns regarding participation in law enforcement and career advancement have
remained constant for nearly 60 of those years. Not until the 1960s, when legislation and judicial
involvement began to support women’s demands for equality, did their duties and
responsibilities begin to expand (see exhibit 4B2). Since then, opportunities for women in
policing have improved, but female police officers continue to make slow progress through the
ranks.

Exhibit 4BB2
Women Working in Law Enforcement

G In 1971, 1.4 percent of the 225,474 police officers in municipal police departments were
women.6 
G In 1975, out of a force of 8,500 FBI special agents, 30 were women. Of the 1,200 special
agents of the Secret Service, seven were women.7

G In 1995, women represented 24 percent of all police employees, 9.8 percent of all sworn
officers, and 62 percent of all civilian employees in some 13,000 agencies.8

Gender inequity is deeply ingrained in the workplace and is based on societal expectations and
attitudes. An analysis of gender inequity in the workplace, with emphasis on the employment of
women in jails, determined that women face major obstacles in male-dominated areas such as
law enforcement and corrections and find it difficult to become managers.9 Women are denied
training, lack agency-sponsored opportunities for networking, and are limited by traditional
organizational behavior in these fields.

In a 1991 article, S. E. Martin indicates that, although both court-ordered and voluntary
affirmative action policies have had a significant impact on the hiring of female officers, they
have not affected the promotion and advancement of women into the higher ranks of law
enforcement agencies.10 The progress made by women in policing has come primarily through
legal mandates rather than executive leadership within organizations.11 According to Amy
Ramson’s 1993 report for the Police Foundation, no systematic discrimination was found with
respect to the recruitment of women into policing.12 Ramson added, however, that the number of
female applicants and recruits remains low, a point underscored by Phyllis MacDonald, a former
policewoman and current social science analyst with the National Institute of Justice (NIJ).13

With a recruitment rate of only 20 percent, it is unlikely that the percentage of women in
policing will increase significantly. 

Despite advances in supervisory positions, female police chiefs remain exceptions. According to
a 1996 interview with Police Chief Carol Mehrling (Montgomery County, Maryland), "Our
biggest barriers are often ourselves . . . [You must] realize that you may be ahead of your time
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and keep moving forwardCbelief in yourself may be the first impression a person or supervisor
sees, [so] make every contact positive and genuine."14

Some studies have cited specific problems and coping strategies. In a 1992 article, Harry W.
More concludes that the primary obstacle women must overcome concerns male officers’
attitudes.15 More’s conclusions are supported by the 1992 findings of Donna C. Hale, who found
that the attitudes of male officers and supervisors have been the main obstacle faced by women
and can be addressed through specific measures designed to accomplish complete integration of
law enforcement agencies.16 M.C. Brown published the results of a 1994 survey suggesting that
policing would benefit from more research regarding gender-related attitudes, active recruitment
of women, and the establishment of an all-woman council to review complaints of female police
officers.17

In 1992, D.G. McCoy examined organizational structures that would support a positive work
environment for women.18 McCoy recommended the development and implementation of
policies and practices to create an organizational culture that uses the distinctive qualities of
policewomen, thereby enabling them to take advantage of the same career opportunities as male
officers. This environment would value the complex role and competing interests that women
face in both society and the workplace. The study concluded that most police executives in 1992
had not created organizational cultures that valued the diversity of women within law
enforcement. McCoy recommended an executive commitment to creating an organizational
structure that provides training on the value of diversity in the workforce and demonstrates
agency support for women by providing mentoring for career development.19

Women Working in the Courts

Female professionals in the court systems have experienced considerable advancements since
1975 (see exhibit 4B3). Nevertheless, today gender bias is still often evident. Forty states and
nine federal circuits appointed task forces to investigate the extent of gender bias in their
jurisdictions. In several of these reports, it was noted that in court, female lawyers may be called
honey, little lady, and little girl or be referred to by their first names when their male colleagues
are referred to as "Mr. _______."20 According to the American Bar Association’s Report on the
Status of Women in the Legal Profession, sexual bias in the courtroom may affect not only the
interpersonal relationship between the judge and the female attorney, but also the outcome of a
case.21 If a female attorney takes an aggressive posture in litigation, a judge may interpret her
behavior as unnecessary drama; if a woman appears to be too cool in court, she may be
perceived as being unsupportive of her client.22 Minority female lawyers have the additional
burden of being mistaken for clients when they appear in court.23
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Exhibit 4BB3
Women Working in the Courts

G About 80 percent of female lawyers have entered the profession since 1970.24 
G About 44 percent of all first-year law students are women; as of 1995, women accounted for
roughly 23 percent of all attorneysCa 13-percent increase since 1985.25 
G Twenty percent of solo practitioners are women, and 39 percent of law firms employ female
attorneys.26 
G Women represent 28 percent of all government lawyers, 38 percent of all legal aid and public
defender program lawyers, and 28 percent of all professionals employed in legal education.27

G From 1980 to 1991, representation of women among state judges increased from 4 to 9
percent; women represented 12 percent of intermediate appellate court judges, 10 percent of trial
court judges, and 9.5 percent of all courts-of-last-resort judges.28

G As of 1996 there were 146 sitting female federal judges, 17 percent of whom were active
judges and 2 percent of whom were senior judges. Between 1975 and 1995, 159 females were
appointed to the bench. President Carter appointed 42 women, President Reagan appointed 32
women, President Bush appointed 37 women, and President Clinton appointed 48 women to the
bench in that time period.29 

Female lawyers and judges are often assigned to represent or decide cases in areas traditionally
considered the purview of womenCfamily and civil matters. Typically, cases in these areas have
lower status and fewer contacts for persons seeking political careers than cases in other areas. 

Women Working in Adult Corrections

Although there have been gains in female employment, corrections remains the most sex-
segregated and male-dominated component of the criminal justice system (see exhibit 4B4).30

Issues of security, inmate privacy, and physical qualifications have been cited in the past as
outweighing women’s rights to equal opportunity. These barriers have largely been removed,
although subtler barriers remain. 

According to a 1984 study by R. Etheridge, being hired and assigned to a post is only the
beginning. The most important elements that a woman can bring to a job is confidence that she
can do the job and a realistic approach to deal with and learn from difficulties.31 A woman faces
overprotection as well as unfair competition. Etheridge found that supervisors’ behavior also can
be affected by perceptions of a female employee as daughter or wife because those are the
female roles they understand.32
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Exhibit 4BB4
Women Working in Adult Corrections

G Women hold 12 percent of the supervisory and 12 percent of the nonsupervisory correctional
officer positions in the federal adult system.33

G Women make up nearly 30 percent of all correctional personnel in state adult correctional
facilities.34

G Seventeen percent of women in state adult correctional systems are wardens or
superintendents.35

G Some female wardens have moved to other upper management positions; 6.9 percent of all
federal wardens are female.36

Women Working in Juvenile Corrections

In a survey of juvenile corrections agencies, Marjorie H. Young examined factors contributing to
the successful promotion of women to leadership positions and identified barriers women have
encountered while working in these traditionally male-dominated positions (see exhibit 4B5).
Factors that the respondents said led to their success included concern for children, a vision for
change, an ability to work well with men, and experience in juvenile corrections. Many
respondents said that they felt that their employers did not perceive them as working on a career
track, that their male colleagues did not take them seriously, and that they constantly had to
prove their abilities. Young’s findings show that there is a need to address the pressures women
face in combining job and family demands, achieving leadership positions, and being accepted
as supervisors and managers of men.37

Exhibit 4BB5
Women Working in Juvenile Corrections

G Women constitute 35 percent of all correctional personnel in state juvenile correctional
facilities.38

G Nearly 20 percent of women in state juvenile correctional systems hold the position of warden
or superintendent.39
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Gender Bias: The Glass Ceiling and Organizational Culture

The 1975 report noted a concern for a prevailing, outmoded attitude toward women in the work
environment. Myths and stereotypes about women were among the obstacles examined by the
report. The continued presence of these obstacles is evident by the relatively small numbers of
women gaining employment in the criminal justice system and their difficulty in achieving
promotions and leadership positions. In various criminal justice agencies, some levels of
employment remain beyond the reach of women and minorities despite the apparent gains
women have made in the workforce since 1975. This barrier is known as the glass ceiling.

In the 1991 A Report on the Glass Ceiling Initiative, the U.S. Department of Labor found that
attitudinal and organizational barriers are an indication that the progress of minorities and
women in corporate America is affected by more than qualifications and career choices.40 
Several general findings applied to the companies in the study included: 

G There is a point beyond which minorities and women have not advanced in some companies.
Minorities have plateaued at lower levels of the workforce than women.

G Monitoring for equal access and opportunity, especially as managers move up the corporate
ladder to senior management, was almost never considered corporate responsibility nor part of
the planning for developmental programs and policies.

G Appraisal and total compensation systems that determine salary, bonuses, incentives, and
prequisites for employees were not monitored.

Among the attitudinal and organizational barriers identified were:

G Developmental practices and credential-building experiences, including advanced education,
and career-enhancing assignments (such as placement on corporate committees and task forces,
traditional precursors to advancement) were often not readily available to minorities and women.

G Accountability for Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) responsibilities did not reach
senior executives and corporate decisionmakers.

In 1995, the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) conducted an organizational culture survey
of all state directors of corrections and directors of large city jails. Findings suggested that
gender inequality is real, although men and women perceive the inequality differently. Women
believe that to advance to positions of leadership, they have to work harder and take greater risks
than men.41

Corrections has had to adjust to the growing number of women in the labor pool. In 1991, the
American Correctional Association’s (ACA’s) Women in Corrections Committee surveyed state
adult and juvenile corrections agencies’ training programs, particularly programs that targeted
female employees and that pointed to specific areas of need that had not been met.42 Thirty-nine
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agencies were surveyed (19 adult, 16 youth, and 4 combined), and all agencies had formalized
training programs. The results showed that:

G Forty-six percent of the agencies offered training to address specific needs of female
employees.

G Seventy-six percent required all staff to take courses in sexual harassment awareness. 

G Fifty-nine percent offered training to decrease gender and race bias/stereotyping and to
increase awareness and understanding of gender differences.

Adult departments of correction that have youth services agencies have taken a more active role
in promoting women’s training needs. The primary concern, voiced by 36 percent of these
agencies, was for training to understand and help eliminate sexual harassment.

Both the federal prison system and the state corrections systems (including maximum-security
prisons) have adopted gender-neutral employment policies. In a 1994 study of gender-neutral
employment in high-security prisons, R.H. Rison reported that correctional administrators had
taken measures to confront gender bias in their managerial practices.43 States have implemented
gender-neutral hiring practices, for reasons ranging from recognition of equal opportunity and
requests by female officers to make high-security positions available, to union pressures and
court mandates. In instituting gender neutrality in high-security institutions, administrators are
encouraged to develop a plan and optimize the timeframe for implementation, provide training
and communications, prepare for staff resistance, phase female employees into maximum-
security posts, and review their organizational structures for job equality.

Two basic reasons for employing women in corrections are the doctrine of fundamental fairness
and the need to expand the talent pool of correctional personnel. This was demonstrated by a
study of the gradual changes in policies and practices relating to the employment of women in
correctional positions in Michigan over a 20-year period. The presence of women has produced
a healthy reexamination of long-standing beliefs and practices in the correctional culture.44

Findings from a 1996 study conducted by Joseph R. Rowan support the need to reassess policies
pertaining to the assignments of female corrections employees.45 This study was the first to
address the safety of female officers working in maximum security prisons. The data revealed
that female correctional officers were less likely than male officers to be assaulted on the job;
men were assaulted 3.6 times more often.

In another 1996 study, Rowan demonstrated that female officers are at least as firm as their male
counterparts in managing inmates involved in serious incidents. In states with the highest
percentage of female officers in the correctional workforce, there were 47 percent fewer assaults
on female officers and 41 percent fewer assaults on male officers.46 When asked to explain the
lower rates in assault, the respondents, primarily male administrators, commented that female
officers listen better than men, seldom act "macho," have a calming effect, are less
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confrontational, and often exercise control without using force. The survey mirrors the results of
research on the overall performance of female officers in law enforcement agencies
nationwide.47

The Rowan study concludes that increasing the number of female employees in correctional
settings may lower the risk of assault.

As women move up the employment ranks in criminal justice, future lawsuits may center on
promotions. When women are fully integrated into both the training and functions of criminal
justice agencies, it is likely to favorably affect incidents of sexual harassment, employment
obstacles, and other barriers women face. The increasing presence of women in criminal justice
agencies has helped broaden the overall perspective of employers.48

Sexual Harassment

Two types of sexual harassment have been recognized by statutes and the courts. The first is
quid pro quo, "something for something," and usually applies to situations in which a supervisor
or manager has made unwelcome sexual advances, requested sexual favors, or engaged in
physical conduct of a sexual nature. The second is "hostile work environment," in which the
conduct of another employee, a supervisor, or even a nonemployee may be the basis for the
claim. Hostility in the work environment is created by sexual jokes, suggestive comments,
suggestive pictures, obscene gestures, unwanted physical contact, and other situations that
interfere with an employee’s work performance.49  Different agencies and organizations are
making their employees aware of the different types of sexual harassment. 

At the organizational level, several jail administrators attending the 1990 National Jails
Conference, "Setting the Jail Research Agenda for the 1990s," admitted that they were
concerned about the entry of women into traditionally male jobs and the potential "problems"
such integration might cause.50 They were concerned about the potential for sexual harassment in
their facilities and their liability for such harassment. According to a 1991 survey that examined
the incidence of sexual harassment in local government organizations that provided protective
services, women were overrepresented in the group of sexual harassment victims relative to men.
Coworkers were the source of most victimizations.51 A 1988 study by the Federal Office of
Policy Evaluation reported similar findings.

The seriousness of this issue is recognized at all levels, including county government. Carol
Mehrling, Police Chief of Montgomery County, Maryland, finds that supervisors are the key in
creating a tension-free workplace: "Department leaders must make it clear that there is ZERO
tolerance. . . . [F]raternization issues must be addressed clearly, starting with academy training,
and a swift investigation of complaints will show sincere commitments to the issue."52 Chief
Mehrling notes that some women might misuse this issue for better assignments or retaliation,
but the reporting of sexual harassment still remains limited because of fear of reprisals from
male coworkers and supervisors. 

Some agencies that are responsible for enforcing the laws prohibiting sexual harassment also
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experience such problems. For example, according to a 1993 National Law Journal survey, 73
percent of the responding law firms had a formal written policy for sexual harassment, yet
harassment remains a problem.53 In a 1994 St. Louis Bar Association study, both men and
women reported observing at least one incident of sexual harassment by a superior, and more
than half of the women surveyed for the 1993 National Law Journal study reported having
experienced harassment on the job.54 (Few attorneysCand few women in any part of the criminal
justice systemCreport harassment to firm management.)

Although many approaches to preventing sexual harassment have been suggested, Susan L.
Webb, in Step Forward, states that those companies and organizations that successfully stop or
prevent harassment in their workplaces have comprehensive programs in place that include six
elements: (1) top management support; (2) a written, posted policy statement; (3) procedures for
receiving and handling complaints; (4) experience in handling complaints; (5) training for all
employees; and (6) followthrough.55 

Even when appropriate programs have been developed, successful implementation requires
support from the top. Management’s attitude toward sexual harassment may be an obstacle to a
program’s adoption and effectiveness. In fact, management’s attitudeCrefusing to acknowledge,
overlooking, or trivializing the issueCmay actually contribute to harassment. Studies have found
that the best approaches to success addresses problem solving. A 1988 survey by Working
Woman magazine reports: "[C]ommitment from the top makes a difference. When senior
management is perceived as making the prevention of sexual harassment a top priority, firms are
far more likely to offer training programs and to establish mechanisms to encourage the
reporting of both formal and informal complaints."

Training

Appropriate training will ensure that women are prepared to meet the challenges facing them as
employees in the corrections system.56 Training is necessary to prevent sexual harassment and to
ensure that women have the skills required for career advancement. Studies have shown that
women are underrepresented in executive-level positions in the corrections field. In response,
NIC funded the development of an executive training program to enhance the ability of women
to achieve and function effectively in executive positions in state departments of corrections.
NIC, along with K-RAN Design, Inc., established an executive training pilot program in
September 1994. Participants included female deputy directors or assistant commissioners of
corrections in their states. The overall objectives of the training program were to provide
executive leadership development for women in corrections, establish strategies for women’s
long-term promotional success, and facilitate planning that supports personal learning and career
opportunities. The executive leadership and training workshops are a continuing element of
NIC’s curriculum.57

NIC also offers an annual seminar, "Management Development for Women and Minorities,"
specifically targeted to women and minorities who currently or will possibly occupy middle-
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level administrative positions in corrections. Topics include problem-solving strategies and
identification of individual roles, relationships in the workplace, individual strengths and
differences, and identification of managerial and leadership styles, skills, and techniques.

ACA offers an annual course entitled "Change, Challenge, and Choices," designed especially for
women new to corrections, including case workers, unit managers, and those working in middle
management. Topics include mixed-gender employment in corrections, the history of women in
corrections, identification of stereotypes, power and conflict management, mentoring and
networking, and development of personalized action plans.

In 1987, A. Morrison, R. White, and E. Van Belsor identified a set of factors that proved to be
successful for women in corrections. These factors emphasize strategic planning,
communications, and decisionmaking.58 Some factors serve as "double-edged swords" in many
situations. For example, women must take risks, but must also be consistently outstanding; be
tough, but not be macho; be ambitious, but not expect equal treatment; and take responsibility,
but also follow others’ advice. Put simply, to succeed, female managers and executives must
find the overlap between acceptable male and female behaviors that the dominant senior
executive male culture finds acceptable.59 The following represents a list of factors female
executives have identified as having been important to their career and promotional success.

G Help from aboveCnot usually from one person but from several people over time.

G Consistently outstanding achievement in technical competence, professionalism, leadership,
and the ability to spot and head off problems.

G A commitment to success with a determination to push until the job is done.

G Superior interpersonal skills and an ability to manage subordinates.

G Willingness to undertake risks and the challenges necessary to grow professionally and be
visible in the workplace.

G The ability to be tough, decisive, and demanding.

Once women have achieved "success," they must continue the work and training effort to keep
their levels of advancement. As Helen G. Corrothers observed:

Success has been an elusive quality for women in corrections, and the road to its
achievement has been rough. . . . [M]any of the qualities and attributes that enabled
women to acquire an initial measure of success remain vital to the retention and 

advancement or managing of success. The difficulty of the struggle for 
success places a higher value on its retention.60
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Conclusion

Significant progress has been made by women employed in the criminal justice field since 1975.
This progress has been attributed to such factors as legislation, court decisions, and executive
leadership; however, many barriers to the full achievement of women’s professional potential
still exist. For example, additional career development opportunities should be created in all
components of the criminal justice system to handle the challenges of working in male-
dominated professions. Mechanisms and initiatives that assist women in career development
must be implemented. Financial and familial concerns affect upward mobility and promotional
opportunities, as they relate to criminal justice professionals’ willingness to relocate. 
Notwithstanding some progress, the "glass ceiling" remains firmly in place, requiring continued
efforts to assist women in career advancement. Finally, efforts that enhance public awareness of
the progress made by women must be intensified to encourage their participation in the criminal
justice profession.

Recommendations from the OJP Coordination Group on Women

1. Develop strategies to enhance job opportunities for women.

2. Continue researching equity issues relative to the recruitment and advancement of women
working in criminal justice. 

3. Provide staff development and training programs for criminal justice personnel that include
assertiveness training, strategic planning, and workplace diversity initiatives. Emphasize the
importance of eliminating sexual harassment in the workplace.

4. Highlight women’s accomplishments in the criminal justice system through promotional
pieces in the media and in professional publications to ensure public awareness of women’s
many contributions and responsibilities. 

5. Implement policies promoting flexibility in criminal justice agencies to enable all employees
to balance careers and family life.

6. Discuss gender-sensitive issues at the highest administrative levels to help dispel myths and
stereotypes about women.
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Conclusion

More than 20 years later, female criminal justice professionals continue to search for ways to

strengthen agencies’ management responses to initiatives within a larger framework with more

urgent demands and higher priorities.  An example of this can be seen in the corrections system.

Many operating correctional agencies still hold that female offenders do not warrant a full

management response because they constitute a relatively small percentage of the general

population.  The system often fails to respond to some of the most obvious difficulties faced by

female offenders.

Over the past 20 years, a cross section of professionals have contributed a considerable amount of

information to the literature in a number of critical areas such as the impact of welfare reform,

girls in adult corrections, the increase of minorities and women in the workforce, the impact of the

1994 Crime Bill, and the establishment of new offices with granting authority. The knowledge

gained in each area has led to, among other things, increased comprehension of interactions of the

various areas, their interrelationship with one another, and the extent to which they are influenced

by forces both within and outside the criminal justice system.

The 1998 Coordination Group on Women will continue its efforts to focus increased attention by

the Office of Justice Programs and other U.S. Department of Justice components on the

recommendations made in this updated report.


